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Abstract 
 
This study explored the complexity of working and teaching within one English 
post -1992 university from the perspectives of thirteen members of academic staff. 
Work relationships, work load and perception of the management’s support of teaching 
were investigated via semi-structured interviews. Interviews were transcribed and 
analysed using interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) as a theoretical 
framework. This method offered a way to analyse and interpret the experiences of 
lecturers working in Higher Education by maintaining a focus on the academics’ own 
words. Previous research using IPA has been established within health and counselling 
fields (Smith et al, 2009) and its use within educational settings is emergent (Creanor, 
Trinder, Gowan et al, 2008; Biggerstaff and Thompson, 2008). 
The academics interviewed mostly entered higher education with no formal 
teacher training and many found their initial time in the role to be stressful and poorly 
managed. Support mechanisms (induction, mentoring, team teaching, teacher training 
courses) were described as being areas that could all be improved. The dramatic 
metaphorical language used to describe their entry into the HE system vividly depicted 
these challenges. The capturing of this highly expressive language offered new insight 
into understanding the lives of lecturing staff. Participants expressed their working lives 
with multiple references to the language of war, battle and struggle. Aspects of both 
vulnerability and tenacity were present in the findings, with the responses to challenges 
being expressed in both positive and negative ways. Most participants found that the 
levels of university bureaucracy impeded their teaching effectiveness; they battled with 
time management and felt tension between the levels of control, audit and freedom 
within their roles. This was somewhat ameliorated by the satisfaction they gained from 
teaching their students. The majority described students as consumers who were 
increasingly demanding and had varied abilities which created challenges for the 
lecturers. Traditional HE lecture-based techniques were perceived to be less effective 
in engaging students and most participants actively tried new methods of teaching, 
despite having little knowledge of theoretical aspects of learning to support this work. 
Few had experienced formal observation mechanisms and there were mixed 
responses about the level of support they received from their colleagues around 
teaching and its associated administrative tasks. The interviewed academics did not 
perceive that teaching was overtly valued by their superiors as their efforts remained 
largely unrecognised by those in senior management. 
Insights into the complex lives of the lecturers gave the researcher scope to 
create initiatives to promote positive change and make recommendations to senior 
management that could foster further improvements. In light of the data collected, the 
induction processes were changed to include more consistent mentoring, peer teaching 
observation groups (peer learning circles) were coordinated and staff development was 
organised to facilitate enhanced support for lecturers.  
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Reflection 1 
 
This study began in a different form and evolved as a result of a paradigm shift 
and a ‘chicken and egg’ dilemma. I began teaching in higher education (HE) in 
the UK in 2006. I was challenged in my professional practice to engage the 
wide variety of students in my classroom, particularly in a traditionally difficult 
and somewhat dry subject, anatomy. In exploring multiple learning and teaching 
strategies, I found that the students became more engaged and interested if 
they could apply their work within a kinaesthetic, group-orientated process, with 
space for personal research and study built in. In essence, I needed to “teach 
around the cycle” (Felder, 1996, p.18) and incorporate activities that engaged a 
variety of approaches to learning. I felt I was somewhat at odds with the 
traditional university paradigm of lecture and tutorial format as I merged my 
three-hour timetabled session into an open learning period with built-in mini-
lectures, group kinaesthetic/spatial projects, quizzes and individual problem-
based assignments.  Some students, who had been used to more passive 
styles of learning, were engaging in new ways and my groups responded well to 
a more interactive classroom experience.  
 
In my initial inquiry I hoped to capture the success of this style of teaching and 
learning and somehow disseminate or inspire others to try a multiple 
intelligences (Gardner, 1983, 1993; Armstrong, 2000) approach to teaching and 
learning in their classrooms. This was my approach in my first Teaching 
Informed by Research (TIR) study, which acted as a stimulus from which my 
Ed.D researched evolved. This evolution occurred due to some of the 
philosophical challenges I faced as I came to data analysis. My multiple 
intelligence research aimed at quantifying this teaching approach by matching 
students most dominant intelligences with their preferred teaching strategies. As 
I sat with my initial data and tried to organise the students’ multiple intelligence 
profiles into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) variables, I felt 
uneasy. I was trying to represent the full student experience in the classroom as 
variables expressed as numbers entered into boxes which felt like trying to ‘fit a 
square peg in a round hole’. My students were inherently diverse and their 
needs were dynamic. I felt that in ‘creaming off’ the dominant intelligences for 
my analysis, I was ignoring the other less dominant but inherently present 
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aspects of each student’s make-up.  I came to realise that I needed to embrace 
a phenomenological approach to my research and accept the complexities of 
both myself and my students.  
 
This paradigm shift became clear as I talked at length with colleagues in 
education and a mentor who had inspired me as a teacher. I also realised that if 
I wanted to model a change in teaching culture, I firstly needed to dive into the 
murky depths (seemingly little plumbed by researchers) of the perceptions of 
academics towards teaching in HE and understand their experiences within this 
context. I could not change the culture in my classroom alone. If my ultimate 
goal was to find strategies to engage students in HE classrooms and foster a 
community of lecturers who embraced dynamic pedagogy, I needed to have 
more information about the teachers and current practise of teaching within the 
culture. This was the ‘chicken and egg’ situation: Which comes first: improving 
students’ experiences in the classroom or exploring academics’ perceptions of 
the challenges they face which impact upon their teaching and pedagogic 
practise in the classroom? The latter, I realised, would be a first step into 
eventually having an effect on the former; I needed to go out and listen to my 
fellow lecturers, something I felt that in the teaching profession we sometimes 
forget to do. I needed to understand my colleagues’ approaches to teaching, 
their feelings about their working environment, their students and how effective 
they found their teaching methods in the classroom. I also needed to discover 
their perceived challenges that might hold them back from being able to fully 
engage themselves in the art and science of effective pedagogical practise. 
Additionally, I wanted to learn about areas of excellence and innovation. Having 
more insight into how people learned to teach and the development they 
needed to become even better in the classroom was also an important part of 
the puzzle. I needed to start at the ‘coal face.’  
 
My own teaching practice began in my early twenties with a post-graduate 
certificate of education (PGCE) and I have taught over the past twenty years in 
a variety of settings. These include universities in the UK, Europe and the US, 
private training institutions and a variety of workplaces. My students have been 
diverse and I have worked with people aged from six to ninety-six. Teaching 
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has always been part of my professional life, a thread that has woven through 
my work in sports, health, well-being and massage therapy. The multiple 
intelligences work by Gardner (1983,1993) and the learning styles approaches 
(Kolb, 1984; Honey and Mumford, 1992; Felder, 1996) have influenced my 
teaching and have made intuitive sense to many others in the field (Armstrong, 
2000). However, as I began my work in HE in the UK, the traditions of the one-
hour lecture followed by group tutorial appeared to be the norm (this certainly 
was the message displayed on timetables and in module descriptions), despite 
the fact that research indicates that lectures do not necessarily foster student 
engagement (Biggs and Tang, 2007; Bligh, 1998: Felder, 1996).  
 
Having completed fifteen years of teaching in the United States, I returned to 
the UK and was able to have ‘new eyes’ viewing the culture of HE as an 
outsider. I was fortunate to have confidence in my teaching skills, thanks to 
years of practise, observing others, receiving appropriate feedback and gaining 
high quality mentoring. I felt I could deliver my material somewhat more 
creatively without feeling constrained by the apparent traditions within the 
culture of HE. This ability to prioritise what the students in my classroom 
appeared to need over the conventional norms enabled me to pilot-test multiple 
intelligence-based teaching techniques and capture data that suggested the 
value of this approach. 
 
I began the initial work that informed my Ed.D in my second year of teaching in 
HE and became increasingly intrigued by the complexities of the role of the HE 
lecturer during this time. In my tenure as a senior lecturer, I have mentored new 
faculty members and witnessed the wide variety of professionals drawn to the 
field and their varied success in coping with the demands of the job. I have also 
developed professionally through the research process of my Ed.D as its focus 
helped me to secure the role of Senior Teaching Fellow (STF) for one school 
within a faculty. This role enabled me to spend part of my working week 
grappling with how to improve staff induction, staff development, teaching 
quality, student engagement and achievement. This has been incredibly 
rewarding and has allowed me to be part of the decision-making and 
implementation process involved in the university’s learning, teaching and 
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assessment strategy at a senior level. This role has also helped my Ed.D 
project have greater impact (see Dissemination and Impact chapter on p. 169) 
and has ultimately informed some university policies. Talking in-depth with 
colleagues through my research and in my STF role has helped me become 
more engaged with my community of colleagues and has allowed me to be able 
to appreciate their concerns and express these in fora at higher levels within the 
university.  
 
The study uses interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) (Smith, 1996: 
Smith and Osborn, 2003; Smith Flowers and Larkin, 2009) as the theoretical 
framework, a methodology and method that aims to interpret the meaning- 
making processes of participants as they describe their experiences. This 
methodology is emergent within educational settings (Creanor, Trinder, Gowan 
et al, 2008; Biggerstaff and Thompson, 2008). Reflexivity is an inherent part of 
the IPA process and headed reflexive sections are included within the text to 
offer explorations of the fore-structures of the researcher. 
 
The following study begins with an overview of the evolution of the current 
climate in HE, noting many changes within the last fifteen to twenty years. The 
changes have occurred not only in the demographics of the student body, but 
also in the increased demands placed on academic staff. The literature review 
critically discusses the changes in the student body and policies that have 
shaped the current (2008-9) HE climate. The study focuses on aspects of the 
profession that affect those that teach in HE classrooms, especially within new 
universities, around the UK. It sits within the context of HE in the later years of 
the New Labour government’s education policies. The aims of the research 
follow the introduction. 
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Introduction 
 
This study was undertaken in the final years of the New Labour government 
(1992-2009). The government’s 2010 deadline for 50% of all 18 to 30-year-olds 
to participate in HE (Andalo, 2007; Department for Education and Skills (DfES), 
2003) was imminent at the time of data collection; mature student numbers 
exceeded the number or 18-20 year-olds entering HE for the first time (Higher 
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 2003a) and students from all 
over the world were enrolling in both physical and virtual UK-based courses.  
The number of students being awarded an undergraduate degree had tripled 
since the early 1980’s (DfES, 2003) and these collective forces created a very 
different group of university students than those of fifteen to twenty years 
earlier. This increasingly diverse student body brought with it many challenges 
and some called for change in university classrooms to meet the needs of these 
learners (Barrington, 2004; Kezar, 2001; Weber, 2005). 
 
The effect that these new learners have on those that teach them is one area of 
focus in this study. In order to investigate how this diverse student body can be 
best served by well-trained and effective lecturers, multiple aspects need to be 
examined. With increasing numbers of people entering HE and a more 
heterogeneous student body, academics need to be skilled and motivated to 
provide effective teaching for this ever-changing population. Successful 
educational reform, improvement in teaching quality and enhanced student 
learning all “depend heavily on well-trained, developed and valued ‘human 
resources’, also known as the teaching staff” (Bubb and Earley, 2004, p. 3). HE 
lecturers, like their counterparts in other teaching establishments, need time for 
reflection, lesson and curriculum planning, personal and professional 
development (both in teaching skills and subject knowledge) and for 
communication and interaction with peers in order to function effectively and 
meet these new challenges.  
 
The working lives of lecturers within the walls of academia has finally emerged 
as an area of research interest. During times of “massive change” (Newtown, 
2002, p.40) in HE, Smyth (1995) questioned why as academics we: 
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devote so little time analysing what it is we do, and how others 
are increasingly coming to shape that work, [this] must be one 
of the great unexplained educational issues of our time. 
 
Smyth (1995) lamented that “there are so few attempts to document what is 
happening to [HE]” (p.1). Since the mid 1990’s this picture has slowly changed. 
Ainley’s (1994) interview-based work highlighted the changing face of HE from 
the perspectives of staff and students in two differing HEIs, exposing the 
challenges faced as the movement towards massification began.  Research into 
the work demands faced by HE academics in the UK (Abouserie; 1996; Kinman 
and Jones, 2008; Kinman et al, 2006), US (Blix, Cruise, Mitchell et al, 1994) and 
Australia (McInnis, 2000) indicates that time pressures continue due to 
increasing workloads. Additionally, teaching quality has been shown to be 
negatively affected by increasing workplace demands (McInnis, 2000; Nicholls, 
2005). The increasing levels of bureaucracy faced by all working in HE has also 
challenged “front line” academics (Fanghanel, 2007, p. 16; Newton, 2002, p.39) 
who face greater levels of ‘managerialism’, increasing quality regimes and an 
increasing “audit culture” (Power, 1994). This adds a level of “grotesque 
turbulence” (Webb, 1994, p.43) into the system adding levels of low trust, high 
accountability and competing models of quality (Graham, 2000 cited in Newton, 
2002). The new Higher Education Institution (HEI) thus provides a rich and 
complex arena in which to research. 
 
It has been suggested that in addition to the logistical challenges involved in 
effective teaching, there is culture of isolation within the walls of academe 
(Palmer, 2007; Robson, 2006) and an unspoken taboo against cooperation 
(Palmer, 2007). This move away from a “culture of collegiality” (Kinman and 
Jones, 2008, p. 42) appears to remain evident in today’s UK HEIs. Palmer 
(2007, p.17) states that “teaching is a daily exercise in vulnerability” and 
recommends that: 
 
…if we want to grow as teachers- we must do something alien 
to academic culture: we must talk to each other about our inner 
lives - risky stuff in this profession that fears the personal and  
seeks safety in the technical, the distant, the abstract.  
 
(ibid, p.12) 
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This isolation or lack of community may add to the high levels of stress found 
within academia. Statistics from HEIs indicate that stress levels are significantly 
greater in HE than in other types of industry (HEFCE, 2003b; Walford, 2004 
cited in Hartney, 2007; UCU, 2008). Of all UK HE staff, the lecturers are the 
most stressed (Abouserie, 1996; HEFCE, 2003a). Psychological stress has 
been described as a “feature of occupational life for academics” in the UK 
(Fisher, 1994, p.68). This is echoed internationally as research by Blix et al 
(1994) identified that American university lecturers were significantly more 
stressed than support staff and sixty six per cent of the lecturers felt stressed at 
work at least fifty per cent of the time. The sources of stress were researched 
by HEFCE (2003a), with work relationships (e.g. with colleagues, managers and 
students) identified as a major stressor for lecturers.  Kinman and Jones (2008) 
ascertained that work-life imbalance was a key factor in stressed academics 
and posited that decreasing job stability, higher student to staff ratios, greater 
levels of bureaucracy and increasingly non-participative styles of management 
(Trow, 1994) also play a role in this stressful climate.  
 
Lecturing in HE institutions has high ‘burnout’ and turnover rates. A University 
and Colleges Employers Association (UCEA) (2005) report states that in 
addition to offering lower pay rates in comparison to both the private and public 
sector, the main areas of dissatisfaction for teaching staff included 	  
…lack of career progression, an increasing workload, difficulties  
in gaining access to their managers and lack of support from 
their line managers.  
(UCEA, 2005, p.6) 
 
Poor communication, role ambiguity, lack of recognition, trying to keep up with 
advances in technology, publication pressures and overload also contribute to 
the stressors faced by academics today (Kinman and Jones, 2008). The impact 
of workload demands can detrimentally affect the time academic staff have for 
planning and delivering creative, differentiated and effective classes for their 
students (Nicholls, 2005) and also create potential negative personal health 
implications (Kinman and Jones, 2008; Kinman et al, 2006; Fisher 1994). 
Paradoxically, although morale is highlighted as being low in academia (Baron, 
2000; Fulton, 1996), lecturers’ commitment to their students and their teaching 
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remains strong (Baron, 2000; Lacey and Sheehan, 1997). Lecturers historically 
have maintained a positive view of the freedom that comes with the role 
(Williams and Blackstone, 1974), however this freedom has been considered to 
be increasingly thwarted by the external pressures facing universities (Baron, 
2000). 
 
Summary 
 
This study investigates the complex realm of working and teaching within HE 
from the perspectives of the academic staff working on one campus of a ‘new’ 
(i.e. post-1992) university during the 2008-9 academic year. The perceptions of 
work relationships, work load and teaching support are explored.  Lecturers’ 
past experience as teachers and formal training in education are ascertained in 
order to consider whether this influences the support needed.  
 
The study asks HE lecturers how they rate the support from their institution 
(including their initial induction and ongoing professional development) to meet 
the needs of students.  The study also examines their perspectives on whether 
they feel teaching (as opposed to the research agenda) is valued by their 
institution. Lecturers’ attitudes towards teaching are explored to ascertain where 
they receive information regarding their teaching strategies, and whether they 
have a pedagogical community (Palmer, 2007). The perceptions of whether 
lecturers find this potential “teacher learning community” (Talbert and 
McLaughlin, 2002, p.326) to be supportive of their development as a teaching 
professional is also investigated. The literature reveals that the structure and 
ethos of communities of practice (CoPs) for teachers have had mixed success 
in fostering creative or “artisan” practice (Huberman, 1993 cited in Talbert and 
McLaughlin, 2002). The study determined to explore this concept of a teaching 
CoP within one campus. 
 
In the light of the UK government’s recommendation that all new lecturing staff 
hired after 2006 attend teacher training for HE provided for them by the 
institution (DfES, 2003), this exploration is timely. It is vital to establish whether 
these training courses are engaged with, if they are seen as valuable for new 
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lecturing staff and if they have any impact upon teaching, reflection and 
professional development. As the push towards improving teaching quality in 
HEIs is becoming a higher priority (DfES, 2003; Higher Education Academy 
(HEA), 2008), an assessment the effectiveness of any measures implemented 
so far is needed.  Further research investigating the perceptions of lecturers 
towards both institutional support of teaching and their ability to cope with the 
increasing demands of their job (McInnis, 2000; Kinman and Jones, 2003) is 
needed to help understand the current context from the lecturers’ viewpoints. 
This may ultimately help to steer this new teaching-focussed agenda in a 
meaningful direction.  
 
Aims of the research 
 
In light of my experience (see Reflection 1 on p. 11) and the HE environment 
described (discussed further in the literature review), I was led to explore 
lecturers’ attitudes towards working and teaching in an increasingly diverse HE 
setting within one post-1992 HEI campus. Through the collection of semi-
structured interviews, I aimed to investigate, analyse and discuss the following: 
 
• The complexity of the role of HE lecturer. 
• The perceived challenges lecturers face inside and outside the HE 
classroom and how these may affect teaching.  
• Whether former teaching experience and teacher training influence 
perceptions of this complex role. 
• The areas of support HE lecturers perceive they need to optimise 
teaching and learning.  
• Lecturers’ perceptions of their students.  
 
Following the analysis of the findings, I aimed to make recommendations to 
senior management and, within my role as STF, implement changes that would 
support HE lecturers in their roles. 
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 Chapter 1: Literature Review 
 
 
As good teachers weave the fabric that joins them with students and  
subjects, the heart is the loom on which the threads are tied, the tension 
is held, the shuttle flies, and the fabric is stretched tight. Small wonder 
then, that teaching tugs at the heart, opens the heart, even breaks the  
heart - and the more one loves teaching, the more heartbreaking it can be.  
The courage to teach is the courage to keep one’s heart open in those  
very moments when the heart is asked to hold more than it is able so  
that teacher and students and subject can be woven into the fabric of 
community that learning, and living, require.   
        (Palmer, 2007, p.11-12) 
 
 
Nomenclature 
Throughout the literature, the terms teaching and lecturing are used. A lecturer 
can be defined as “one who lectures whereas a teacher is one who teaches by 
any method” (Bligh, 1998, p. 2). Some authors use the word lecture to describe 
a period of informational output by the teacher and a period of input by the 
students (Bligh, 1998). Within the scope of this study, lecturer will be used to 
describe one who teaches and lectures within HE. 
 
Teaching in higher education: The new university 
The demographics of university students today show a changing face of HE.  
HE participation rates have risen dramatically over the past half century 
(Chowdry, Crawford, Dearden at al, 2010).  In 1962, approximately six per cent 
of English students under the age of twenty-one went to university (ibid). It is 
estimated that forty three per cent of those aged between eighteen and thirty 
now attend HE (Department for Education and Skills (DfES), 2003). The 
number of students aged eighteen to nineteen are more than twenty per cent 
more likely to enter HE than in the mid 1990s (Higher Education Funding 
Council for England (HEFCE), 2010). Students from less advantaged areas are 
now increasingly accessing HE courses with a fifty per cent rise in students 
from the most disadvantaged backgrounds attending university today compared 
with fifteen years ago (HEFCE, 2010), despite the introduction of means-tested 
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fees in 1998 (Chowdry et al, 2010). Increasing numbers of mature (over twenty-
one years) students have been seen in universities with their numbers 
overtaking the under twenty-ones in 1990 (HEFCE, 2003a).  
 
This radical change in student population has emerged largely due to the 
widening participation (WP) strategy adopted across the UK and Europe. In 
2000, the British government announced its goal of increasing the number of 
eighteen to thirty year-olds entering HE to fifty per cent and, in realising that the 
traditional student market was saturated, targeted students from less 
advantaged backgrounds to both increase and widen participation (HEFCE, 
2006). This strategy has promoted greater access to HE and has been seen as 
a mechanism which enhances economic competitiveness and social justice 
enabling greater numbers of students of all genders, ages and ethnic groups 
and those with disabilities to attend university (HEFCE, 2010). HE and Further 
Education (FE) funding bodies announced initial financial support for the WP 
agenda in 1998 and extended this in 1999 on the impetus of the Dearing Report 
which highlighted the need for such change (Dearing, 1997). In 2002, the 
Special Educational Needs and Disabilities Act (SENDA) made it illegal for HEIs 
to discriminate against people on the basis on their disability and institutions 
had to make reasonable adjustments for students declaring a disability 
(HEFCE, 2006). In addition, the 2002 Race Relations (Amendment) Act came 
into force to ensure that all public authorities were under duty to promote racial 
equality (HEFCE, 2006).  
 
The style of HE delivery has been in a state of great change too, with more part-
time students, students learning through work or via distance learning and many 
more international students at HEIs today (HEA, 2008). The range of ability of 
students is also more diverse (McInnis, 2000). Many factors have altered the 
nature of the higher education experience: 
These changes in the student population have led to 
diversification of course content and structure and to an 
increased emphasis on differentiating the educational needs of 
students.  
        (Nixon, 1996, p.6) 
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The changing HE climate has affected the lives of both academic staff and their 
students. 
 
Pressures on students 
Paying for university has created a burden for many students and their families. 
At the time of writing, students rely on interest-free loans to pay for their 
university education and are entitled to at least seventy five per cent of the 
maximum loan. The eligibility for students to gain access to the remaining 
twenty five per cent depends on their household income and is means tested 
with those having lower incomes being more likely to access some or all of this 
amount (National Union for Students, 2010). Graduates usually begin to repay 
their loan the April after graduation if they are earning over ten thousand 
pounds (O'Brien, 2003). Tuition fees are also dependent on family income 
which factors into the financial burden for students and their parents. Students 
have therefore increasingly become consumers who pay higher fees and incur 
greater levels of debt than earlier generations of university graduates (Streeting 
cited in Williams, 2010). They also are more concerned with value for money 
(Biggs, 2003). Students attending “post -1992” (Conner, Burton, Pearson et al, 
1999) universities (formerly polytechnics) have been shown to have “somewhat 
lower labour market returns” (Chowdry et al, 2000, p. 4) adding greater 
pressure on these institutions to produce employable graduates.  The 
importance of graduate employability across the sector has been evidenced by 
HEFCEs development of measures of university performance which include 
tracking the probability of new graduates finding employment after a specified 
time interval (HEFCE, 2001, 2002, 2003c; Mason, Williams and Cranmer, 
2006). 
 
Due to the introduction of student loans and top-up fees, an increased 
proportion of undergraduates fund their studies through paid employment both 
in term-time and in holiday periods (Higher Education Career Services Unit 
(HECSU), 2009). The financial strain of increased top-up fees is often felt more 
acutely by working class students (Christie, Munro and Fisher, 2004) as it has 
been found that students who work during term time to fund their essential living 
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costs and study materials are more likely to come from lower socioeconomic 
backgrounds, minority ethnic groups and disadvantaged educational 
backgrounds (HECSU, 2009). The competing demands of studying and 
pursuing paid employment can impact upon student achievement as higher 
levels of students with financial hardship tend to withdraw after their first year in 
HE (Thomas, 2002). This raises questions about whether working students 
under financial stress have access to the same HE experience as students who 
are less likely to work (HECSU, 2009). The significant financial strain creates a 
culture in which:  
…a large majority of students are resigned to poverty, 
debt and working long hours in poorly paid employment 
in order to support themselves through university. 
      (Thomas, 2002, p. 430) 
Pressures on universities 
In the light of their increasing levels of debt, students in HE have been 
encouraged to become more vigilant in scrutinising if they perceive their money 
has been well spent. Mandelson (cited in Shepherd, 2009) suggests that: 
As students who go into higher education pay more, they will 
expect more and are entitled to receive more in terms not just 
of the quality of courses, but the whole experience they 
receive during their time in the higher education system… I 
hope they will be more picky, demanding and choosy as 
consumers of the higher education experience. 
This has created a heightened level of “cost consciousness” (Van Patten, 2000, 
p. 9) and has driven the demand for well-taught courses that enhance 
employment prospects for graduates (Biggs and Tang, 2007). There has been 
an increasing push for universities to offer value for money (Biggs, 2003) and a 
call for an increased level of scrutiny of the people, systems and approaches 
within HE (Mandelson cited in Shepherd, 2009). This “consumer-oriented 
approach to study” (Kinman and Jones, 2008, p.42) has presented a challenge 
to the sector as the increasing student numbers have not been met with an 
increase in staff levels to meet their growing demands (Kinman and Jones, 
2008). Barnett (2003, p.44) cautions against HE adopting a service-industry 
style focus that aims to satisfy its customers as: 
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In higher education, giving the customer what she wants is 
ultimately a recipe for disaster. We may put it this way: 
economic epistemologies quickly turn into social 
epistemologies. The undue shaping of the curriculum by money 
(government funding) turns back on the formation of the 
individual herself; her academic will remains unformed. Higher 
education is thwarted; the university is diminished. 
Others argue that students may not be clearly able to articulate what they need 
because of their lack of HE experience (Lomas, 2007) and are only able to fully 
evaluate what they need in HE once they have entered the realm of work and 
can reflect back on the skills and knowledge they gained from their university 
studies (Macfarlane, 2004).  Interviews with academics reveal that they do not 
regard HE to be a product or service that is sold to students (Lomas, 2007), but 
lecturers in post-1992 universities with a vocational focus perceive their 
institutions and senior managers are more customer-orientated than those in 
pre-1992 HEIs (ibid). 
In these new university structures, it has been claimed that “no student has to 
put up with poor teaching” (DfES, 2003, p. 1). However, with the increasing 
pressures on academics and the reduced funding within HE, a new focus is 
being placed on the commercialisation of teaching and research expertise 
(Mandelson cited in Shepherd, 2009), adding new challenges to potentially 
already time-poor academics (McInnis, 2000; Kinman and Jones, 2003).  These 
increasing demands potentially impact upon the quality of teaching and the 
ability of lecturers to meet the diverse learning needs of their students. Today’s 
university students insist on better infrastructure, readily available technology 
and high quality, up to twenty four hour support services (Ramsden, 2008a) but 
arguably there is “a risk of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy that today’s 
students are ‘more demanding consumers’ in relation to the quality of teaching” 
(ibid, p.3). Today’s students are more apt to complain if the services and 
support they receive are inadequate or inferior to their equivalent experience 
they have had outside the world of higher education (ibid).  
 
Lecturers entering academia today in the twenty first century therefore face 
increasing pressure to satisfy their students’ needs.  In addition, there are many 
new demands on academic staff which include: 
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…changing expectations of academic roles, emerging new 
disciplines, new ways of relating to employers, pressure for 
greater student participation, and a target-driven culture.  
(HEA, 2008, p. 2) 
 
Compared to previous generations of academics:  
There are fewer opportunities for leisurely pursuit of truth and 
knowledge, library research, or in-depth interaction with 
students…faculty will be sought out to engage in a marathon of 
committee meetings, to revamp course content and syllabi, and 
pushed to reform, model, reformulate whatever has been done 
in the past. 
      (Van Patten, 2000, p. 12) 
 
Within the classroom, the old style of teaching large numbers of students via 
lectures is no longer seen as being adequate (Biggs and Tang, 2007) or 
effective (Bligh, 1998) and new pedagogies are needed to meet the learning 
needs of the increasingly heterogeneous student body (Barrington, 2004; 
Kezar, 2001; Weber, 2005). The traditional understanding in many HE 
institutions is that “knowledge acquisition is the main function and that 
transmission through lectures is the main mode” (Barrington, 2004, p.425). 
Students in one study complained of: 
…ineffective and unenthusiastic presentation; too much  
lecturing and not enough dialogue…failure to encourage  
active, independent learning…and not being treated as  
partners in the learning process. 
 
(Ramsden, 1998, p. 43) 
 
Research indicates that information transmission (i.e. teacher-centred) 
approaches to teaching are associated with a surface approach to learning on 
the part of students, while student-centred approaches are associated with a 
deep approach to learning (Martin, Trigwell, Prosser et al, 2003). However, 
lecturers report that heavy teaching loads, time stress and increasing work 
pressure prevents them from being anything other than a giver or facilitator of 
knowledge in the classroom (Nicholls, 2005). Even with an understanding of 
effective teaching via student-centred learning, with large numbers of students 
and prescribed amounts of information to be delivered in each module, HE 
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lecturers often feel they lack the skills to be able to be as effective as they could 
be (ibid, 2005). In addition, resources are reduced and lecturers face both 
increasing student/staff ratios and decreasing class contact hours as institutions 
face lower levels of national funding and increased intake targets (Cowen, 
2006; Kinman, 1998). Unlike their predecessors, lecturers in HE today are 
expected to have “devoted much of (their) curriculum goals, learning 
experiences and assessment to outcomes” (Cowen, 2006, p.136), a feature that 
most likely was not present in their own educational experience as an 
undergraduate.  
 
Academics also face a potential professional identity crisis. They may identify 
as subject specialists within their field of study or as research experts, but they 
also have a double identity as a teacher within their occupation. As Nixon 
(1996, p.7) highlights: 
the changing student intake has placed an emphasis on the 
need for pedagogical change and, consequently, on the 
professional identity of the university teacher as teacher…at the 
same time, the changing conditions of academic work have 
placed a premium on the professional identity of the university 
teacher, as researcher, capable of attracting external funds 
within an increasingly competitive research culture.   
Academics therefore may have pressure at both ends of the spectrum i.e. to 
maintain their research profile and publish, but also to teach effectively, often 
with little or no formal training.  This can lead to high levels of stress as 
demands placed on staff outweigh their skills and/or capacities. 
 
Stress in the workplace 
 
All employers, including HEIs, face growing levels of stress-related 
absenteeism. According to national statistics, 420,000 British employees 
perceived the stress, depression or anxiety they experienced at work in 2006 
was making them ill (Health and Safety Executive (HSE), 2007). Almost thirty 
million work days were lost due to work-related illness in 2006-7, with stress, 
depression or anxiety accounting for forty six per cent of all reported illness 
(ibid, 2007). The annual cost to employers for mental ill-health during that time 
span was approximately £8.8 billion (Cooper and Dewe, 2008). Stress is a 
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complex phenomenon which involves a number of interacting elements (Collins 
and Parry-Jones, 2000) as can be seen as the imbalance between an 
individual’s perceived ability to psychologically, physically or emotionally meet 
demands (Bennett, Evans and Tattersall, 1993; Mackay, Cousins, Kelly et al, 
2004). It can affect workers on various levels; physically (manifested in 
headaches, high blood pressure, exhaustion), psychologically (low self-esteem, 
anxiety, depression), cognitively (failure of attention and memory) and 
behaviourally (absenteeism, hostile behaviour, substance abuse) (Kinman and 
Jones, 2008).  
 
Within the large body of literature on occupational stress, there has been, until 
recently, relatively little information pertaining to academic life with apparent 
oversight by researchers to investigate their own profession (Abouserie, 1996). 
However, since the mid-1990’s, a growing number of studies have been 
conducted in institutions within the US (Blix et al, 1994), Canada (Thorsen, 
1996), Australia and New Zealand (McInnis, 2000; Boyd and Wylie, 1994; 
Gillespie, Walsh, Winefield et al, 2001) and the UK (Ainley, 1994; Kinman, 
1998, 2001; Kinman and Jones, 2003, 2008; Kinman et al, 2006, Fisher, 1994; 
Tytherleigh et al, 2005). Commonalities within these studies found that within 
HE, academics perceived they had high levels of stress due to increasing 
workloads, higher numbers of students, less autonomy, lower job security, poor 
pay, poor communication, longer hours of work, lack of recognition, pressure to 
publish and a need to keep up with technological advances. 
 
Thorsen (1996) found that it was the sheer quantity of work that was stressful. 
Ainley’s (1994) interviews with UK academics pointed to the increasing 
pressures within universities as the process of mass HE began to be 
implemented. Ainley painted a complex picture of the realm of academia which 
at the time was responding to the New Labour government’s targets for thirty 
per cent of eighteen to twenty one year-olds to be studying in HE by the year 
2000. Universities in the UK were also adopting changes such as 
modularisation, semesterisation, increasing the use of technology in teaching, 
connecting education to employment and facing the accompanied increase in 
student fees. The volume of work resulted in less leisure and family time for 
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academics (Times Higher Education Supplement (THES), 2003). Fisher (1994) 
sampled Scottish academics to find that psychological stress was a clear 
feature of academic life. Fisher reported that lecturers faced simultaneous 
pressures to teach, work with students in small groups or individually and lead 
laboratory sessions whilst also being expected to conduct research, run 
experiments, seek funding and disseminate their work via publication. Finding 
time to conduct research, difficulty finding funding, publishing and disseminating 
work, lack of support, effective communication, poor management and 
leadership, lack of promotion prospects, relationships with others, teaching and 
students’ demands add to the list of stressors perceived by academics in HE 
(Blix et al, 1994; Thorsen,1996; Hogan, Carlson and Dua, 2002; Fisher, 1994; 
Abouserie, 1996). 
 
Kinman and Jones’ more recent research (2008) confirms the results of these 
earlier studies and indicates that academics “perceive their jobs as having 
become increasingly more demanding and stressful” (p.823). McInnis’ research 
in Australian university lecturers identified that a decline in working conditions, 
job satisfaction and career aspirations was evident and summarised that:  
…academic workload and work roles have reached a critical 
point where nothing short of major reform will be adequate if 
efforts to improve the quality of teaching are to be achieved.  
      (McInnis, 2000, p.143)  
In the UK, changes in the HE sector within the past ten to fifteen years may 
have affected the stress levels of academics. The WP agenda led to increased 
student numbers, diversified modes of delivery, greater demands for efficiency 
and accountability, restructuring of many institutions coupled with reduced 
funding (Kinman and Jones, 2003; Kinman et al, 2006). The style of leadership 
within the HEIs has become more managerial and less participative (Kogan, 
1988 cited in Kinman, 1998; Trowler, 2008). This “new managerialism” within 
universities emerged after the pre- and post-1992 universities shared common 
funding frameworks (Deem, 1998) and all were driven by the new WP agenda 
(THES, 2001). Historically, the pre-1992 university culture was characterised by 
a hands-off leadership style which fostered collegiality and trust between 
lecturers/researchers and their academic leaders and in which “‘gentlemanly’ 
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governance practices” (Deem, 1998, p. 48) were widespread. The former 
colleges of HE and polytechnics had a tradition of greater levels of bureaucracy 
in comparison but were still institutions where staff felt they had professional 
autonomy within a culture of “trust and discretion” (ibid, p.48). The new style of 
managerial leadership was adopted from for-profit businesses and has been 
characterised as having structures that foster competition between employees 
and monitor the efficiency and effectiveness of services through measuring both 
outcomes and staff performances (Deem, 1998). Since the collection of the data 
for my study, Boone (2011) has identified that this growing culture of 
competition between academics is replacing the “myth” of collegiality. Lecturing 
has been described as work that occurs within a context of “market -driven 
philosophies (where) individualism, authoritarianism, competitiveness and 
managerialism prevails” (Collins and Parry-Jones, 2000, p. 772). This climate 
can create stress for all those within the organisational community (Van Patten, 
2000). It has been linked with a growing sense of disillusionment and distress in 
academics (Davis and Peterson, 2005). Beck and Young (2005, p. 84) blame 
this new more managed, customer-driven era for creating a sense of “crisis of 
loss” and “alienation and anomie” in its academic workers.  
 
The increase in quality measurement and audit processes in the new university 
management systems have resulted in faculty being overwhelmed by or 
frustrated with the “explosions of bureaucracy” (Van Patten, 2000, p.27) and:  
…far too often the purpose of the university as a centre for 
learning and knowledge is secondary to the bureaucratic 
demands for ceaseless paperwork.     
        (ibid p.27)  
The managerial approach has been criticised by having a business model and 
audit focus and “if you can’t count it, it doesn’t matter” (Archer, 2008, p. 272). 
One academic in Archers’ (2008) interview-based study felt that:  
 
…we have to really chase all this admin and it is so paper, 
paper, paper, and rules, rules, rules … they [students] are our 
clients and we are a company, not a university. 
(ibid, p. 272) 
 
In addition to the changes in managerial style and levels of bureaucracy, pay 
rates for academics in UK universities have decreased in relative terms over 
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recent years and, coupled with the diminishing levels of perceived autonomy 
and job security, these factors contribute to the high levels of strain being 
reported within the HE sector (Kinman et al, 2006; Winefield, Gillespie and 
Stough, 2003; Fisher, 1994). Within academia itself, lecturers have been shown 
to be the most stressed members of teaching and research faculties with work 
(as opposed to family or financial pressures) being the main source of stress in 
academics’ lives (Abouserie, 1996). Abouserie (1996) also found that the 
majority of academic staff experienced moderate to serious levels of stress and 
these levels reduced the more senior the level of academic role. These findings 
confirmed the earlier work of Gmelch, Wilke and Lovrich (1986) which indicated 
that the staff who were more in the “front line” (Fanghanel, 2007, p. 16; Newton, 
2002, p.39) of teaching, with potentially less autonomy, high teaching loads and 
increasingly diverse groups of students (recruited during the WP agenda period) 
were struggling the most.  
 
The climate within academia has been explored more recently via in depth 
interviews with young (under thirty five years old) academics in a post-1992 
university (Archer, 2008). The results demonstrated that the academic culture 
was perceived to be hierarchical, macho and competitive and “very careerist in 
a quite brutal way” (ibid, p. 273) thus confirming the shift away from the more 
collegial, autonomous practices that were prevalent in universities and 
polytechnics in previous eras (Deem, 1998). The rise in individualistic practice 
was seen to be hidden at times “under the shroud of academic collectivism” 
(Archer, 2008, p. 273). This competitive climate is also prevalent in the 
increasing demand on staff to secure research funding (Robson, 2006). It is 
therefore unsurprising that research has been cited as the most stressful aspect 
of the lecturers’ role (Abouserie, 1996; Fisher, 1994; Blix et al, 1994; Thorsen, 
1996). Abouserie (1996, p. 55) states that: 
 There is a great emphasis these days on conducting and 
publishing research, and there is often a competitive 
atmosphere between colleagues in the same department, and 
between departments themselves. Such circumstances 
doubtlessly lead to increasing pressures and strains on 
academic staff. 
This potentially indicates a move away from Barnett’s (2003) and Palmer’s 
(2007) ideals of the academic or pedagogical community. This study seeks to 
 31 
further understand the lived experiences of those working in this climate by 
asking lecturers of a variety of ages (as opposed to Archers’ younger 
academics) who work in a post-1992 university about their teaching, research 
and professional community. 
 
Despite these many challenges to academics’ personal well-being, there remain 
some aspects of the lecturer’s role that academics find satisfying (Winefield et 
al, 2003; Kinman and Jones, 2008). Academics value both the “status and 
relative independence” (Robson, 2008, p. 90) within their profession. Those 
who perceive they had more control over their work and their schedules coupled 
with more institutional support report better levels of work-life balance (Kinman 
and Jones, 2008). However, it appears that overall, morale in academia is 
suffering. Van Patten (2000, p. 105) highlights that: 
The morale of individuals within institutions is an important 
factor in maintaining a good quality of life for all its various 
populaces. Regardless of external and internal pressures to 
increase productivity, accountability and performance, 
organisational stewards need to be ever vigilant in supporting 
the humane use of human beings. 
Trowler’s (1998) research on academics’ responses to curriculum changes 
within a post-1992 HEI indicated that lecturers tended towards four categories 
of behavioural responses. He termed these as facing change by sinking, 
swimming, coping and reconstructing. Those who accepted the change but felt 
discontent, weary and disillusioned by the rise in workload were described as 
sinking. However, Trowler identified that this was not the only response. 
Academics were not all passive in the way they faced the changes. Some 
appeared to thrive in the new circumstances (the swimmers); others used 
coping strategies to avoid or subvert the bureaucratic procedures or increasing 
agents of control (the copers). Finally, others (the reconstructors) demonstrated 
behaviours that showed they re-shaped or reinterpreted the policies in their 
interactions with colleagues, managers or students.  
 
It is evident that change is a constant in academic life (Dearlove, 2002) and 
individual lecturers respond differently to this. However, it is clearly beneficial to 
giving teaching staff adequate support via training and professional 
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development. Time outside of work for staff to have work-life balance has clear 
benefits. Having universities become more focused on staff well-being can:  
…help everyone be more effective in their jobs…[it] improves 
retention and recruitment…contributes to a positive ethos where 
people feel valued and motivated…makes for a learning 
community … and saves money. 
(Bubb and Earley, 2004 p.14) 
 
Within the new business model of HE, it may increasingly be seen to be 
worthwhile to invest in academics’ well-being to enhance their survival and 
begin to change the climate to one that is perceived as less stressful by those 
within the walls of academia.  
 
Surviving in academia 
The fast pace of change is an inherent part of academics’ “super-saturated 
modern life” (Barnett and Coate, 2005 cited in Mason O’Connor and 
Gravestock, 2009, p. 21). Long-serving academics have been shown to 
successfully navigate the changes in leadership, departmental thrusts and 
teaching challenges (Van Patten, 2000). Research into the characteristic of 
long-term academics, also termed as “pros” and “survivors” (Van Patten, 2000, 
p. 13) gives useful insight, with key attributes indicating that they: 
• Maintained  a sense of humour.  
• Balanced their work life with stress-relieving pastimes, hobbies or 
volunteer activities.  
• Adapted to changes with a positive attitude. 
• Maintained good human relations with colleagues and administrators. 
• Maintained neutrality and productivity and avoided public criticism of new 
management. 
• Avoided conflict by knowing how to give up ‘turf battles’ over courses or 
programmes.  
• Accepted that organisational life need not be just or fair. 
• Maintained an interest in realms of new knowledge and research in the 
face of change.  
• Recognised the need to balance innovation with the retention of the best 
ideas from the past.  
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These findings may offer valuable insight into the less tangible aspects of 
teaching and working in HE that could be discussed in recruitment or woven 
into staff development and well-being programmes. One of the difficulties for 
new staff entering HE is that they may have an outdated view of the profession 
or quickly learn that it is not what they expected (Archer, 2008). WP has not 
only offered more places for students from non-traditional backgrounds to enter 
HE, it has paved the way for them to become academics, allowing greater 
access for women, people from working class backgrounds and of ethnic 
minorities (ibid). However, the market-driven demands, managerialism, 
governmental agendas, and audit-driven culture have inherently changed the 
face of HE and the role of lecturer (Archer, 2008; Kinman and Jones, 2008).  
Although research and teaching continue to be cornerstones of academic life 
(Fisher, 1994), some argue this is increasingly becoming a looser and more 
fractured relationship (Barnett, 2003). 
 
The teaching-research nexus 
 
It is still the case in the majority of universities that research is the “raison d’être 
of academic life” (Nicholls, 2005, p. 612). The push towards “leaner and 
meaner” universities (Biggs and Tang, 2007, p. 1) has meant that teaching and 
learning is still often overshadowed by research agendas.  One result of this is 
the creation of a divide with some new institutions being given university status 
with a focus solely on teaching (DfES, 2003) although this has been met with 
some resistance (University and College Union (UCU), 2010). There has, 
however, been an increasing focus on the quality of teaching and learning in 
HEIs over the last decade. This was initiated by the National Committee of 
Inquiry into Higher Education, also known as the Dearing Report (Dearing, 
1997) and the Teaching Quality Enhancement Fund (TQEF).  Subsequently, 
papers such as ‘Higher Education for the 21st century’ (Department For 
Education and Employment, 1998a), the green paper ‘The Learning Age’ 
(Department For Education and Employment, 1998b) and the white paper 
entitled ‘The Future of Higher Education’ (DfES, 2003) charged HEIs to foster a 
“better balance between teaching and research within higher education” 
(Nicholls, 2005, p.612).  It was recognised that “teaching has for too long been 
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the poor relation in higher education” (DfES, 2003, p.1) and to move away from 
this, high quality teaching should be both recognised and rewarded and models 
of best practice shared (ibid). 
 
Consequently, reforms included the creation of new national professional 
standards for teaching (see appendix A) and the establishment of a new 
national body (which became known as the Higher Education Academy or HEA) 
formed to promote and develop good teaching. The HEA brought together the 
functions of the Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 
(ILTHE), the Higher Education Staff Development Agency (HESDA) and the 
Learning and Teaching Support Network (LTSN). Its role was to support and 
encourage ongoing professional development for HE teaching via developing 
and fostering good practice, setting standards across the profession, accrediting 
training, conducting research within the field and helping to create appropriate 
policies on teaching and learning in HE (DfES, 2003). The ‘Future of Higher 
Education’ white paper (DfES, 2003) and the subsequent Higher Education Act 
established in 2004 were two legislative documents that had significant 
implications for HEIs and have, amongst other foci, emphasised the importance 
of prioritising training and formal qualifications for those teaching within the 
HEIs (Nicholls, 2005).  
 
In the attempt to boost teaching and learning as priorities in HEIs, the HEA 
identified factors that need to be changed to foster this process. These so called 
“strategic risks” included: 
 
1. Increasing pressures on academics in the other parts of 
their roles reduces the time available to use evidence to 
improve their teaching and learning. 
2. Professional standards and development for teaching staff 
are not perceived as a priority by institutions. 
3. Conflicting demands on institutions adversely influence 
the recognition and reward of teaching. 
4. There is a reduction in funding for strategic change to the 
student learning experience that reduces demand for 
support in this area. 
 
       (HEA, 2008, p.18) 
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However, the prevailing culture in many HEIs remains that academics should be 
active in research (Nicholls, 2005) yet there is increasing pressure to teach the 
diverse body of students well. The reward systems in universities can motivate 
behaviour of academics and “what is most rewarded will tend to be most valued 
and actively engaged in” (Nicholls, 2005 p.622). Hattie and Marsh (1996) 
concluded that very few studies have explored whether HEIs provide “rewards 
not only for better teaching or for better research but for demonstrations of the 
integration between teaching and research” (p.529). The place of pedagogic 
research within the new research excellence framework has also been 
highlighted as a key to recognition of pedagogy and teaching (Wisdom, 2009). 
Nicholls (2005) found that new lecturers did not equate teaching with 
scholarship, despite the increased attention being given to teaching. The culture 
of reward is seen to be imperative as to improve teaching in HE so the 
connection must be made with scholarship and academic worth within the 
university system. Academic cultures tend to reward research, with lecturers’ 
“perceived personal and professional development (being) associated with 
research and academic scholarship, rather than teaching” (Nicholls, 2005 p. 
621). The literature indicates that this can be an area of frustration and stress 
for academics as the pressure from both teaching and administrative 
responsibilities often leaves insufficient time to conduct research (Nixon, 1996; 
Kinman and Jones, 2008; Fisher, 1994). Some academics reportedly give up 
completely on research projects due to heavy teaching loads, especially in new 
universities (Nixon, 1996) where teaching has been a higher priority than in pre-
1992 universities (Stevenson and Bell, 2009 cited by Crawford, 2010). It 
continues to be the case that “research tends to dominate teaching in 
international league tables and to be perceived as a principal source of 
individual academic status” (HEA, 2009, p. 2). The HEA stated that part of its 
2008-2013 strategy is to investigate the perceptions of research being more 
valuable than teaching in order to promote greater recognition of teaching 
(HEA, 2008). Ramsden (2008a) noted that one intention of the HEA was to 
mirror the robust criteria used to assess research and use this in a parallel 
manner in the assessment of teaching.  This would involve reviewing the value 
of the post-2006 teacher training for all new lecturers and defining effective 
teaching, both of which are complex issues. 
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Teacher training and staff development in higher education 
 
The majority of lecturers in HE settings have no formal teaching qualification 
(Markham, Jones, Hughes et al, 1998; University and College Union (UCU) 
Early Careers Guide, 2010). They are often hired as subject specialists, with 
research experience, a PhD or appropriate research qualification in the subject 
they are to teach (UCU Early Careers Guide, 2010). New academics, therefore, 
often have a dearth of personal learning experiences on which to build effective 
outcome based, student-centred learning opportunities (Cowen, 2006). There 
is, however, an increasingly clear message to lecturers that “effective teaching 
and the sanctity of student evaluations” (Van Patten, 2000, p.108) are of high 
importance to HEI management teams. This gap in staff knowledge around 
teaching and the increasing pressure on increasing the quality of teaching is 
currently being bridged by offering full-time novice academic staff a 
comprehensive teacher training programme (Blackwell, Channell and Williams, 
2001). 
 
The ‘Future of Higher Education’ white paper established the goal that 
beginning in 2006, new teaching staff in all HEIs should obtain a HEA-approved 
teaching qualification (DfES, 2003). Institutions were charged with developing 
policies and systems to ensure that all staff engaged with professional 
development to maintain, develop and update their skills (DfES, 2003). Since 
2006, institutions have been creating teacher training programmes for new 
lecturing staff to meet the new professional standards framework (HEA, 2005) 
which emerged from this white paper. The HEA identified potential barriers to 
effective teaching practice which included: 
 
• Competing time demands due to additional roles which reduced the time 
available to improve their teaching and scholarship of teaching and 
learning. 
• Professional standards and development for teaching staff are often 
perceived as low priority by institutions. 
• Conflicting demands placed on institutions negatively impact the 
recognition and reward of teaching. 
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• Reduced funding for strategic change to the student learning experience 
has led to lower demand for support in this area. 
        (HEA, 2008) 
 
The acceptance and implementation of these programmes may be institution- 
specific as Bamber’s findings highlighted that more prestigious institutions did 
not have the management practices or culture to implement the training on a 
consistent basis (Bamber, 2005 cited in Trowler and Bamber, 2005). Although 
evaluations indicate that academics find value in these post-graduate teaching 
courses (Lindsay, 2004), some consider them a waste of time (Lipsett, 2005). 
This variation may be due to the ethos of the institution in relation to the 
training. Gosling (2010) explored the level at which institutions mandate 
attendance on teacher training programmes. The stance of compulsory 
attendance was by no means UK-wide and institutions varied in their 
statements of commitment to attendance or engagement and had differing 
minimal thresholds of participation. Variation in successful participation and 
completion may also be due to an oversight that: 
A vital consideration in teaching development is academics’ 
understanding of what teaching and developing as a teacher 
can mean under varying circumstances. To be effective, 
development support must be tailored to individual academics 
intentions and understandings with regard to teaching and 
teaching development. 
 
(Akerlind, 2007 p. 35) 
 
The courses may offer a one-size–fits-all approach that is insufficiently tailored 
to meet individuals’ needs (D’Andrea and Gosling, 2005).  
  
The assumption is that, with training, novice lecturers will become more 
reflective as practitioners, bring innovation in teaching to their departments and 
gradually improve the quality of teaching, learning and the student experience 
(Trowler, Fanghanel and Wareham, 2005). It may, however, be somewhat 
naïve to believe that new lecturers will become “agents of change in their 
departments without a complementary set of policies addressing departmental 
practices” (ibid, p. 438) as teaching “does not happen in a vacuum, but occurs 
within a range of social, political and ideological contexts” (Nicholls, 2005, p. 
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612). Studies have also shown that the culture within an institution influences 
teaching effectiveness and if the academic environment in which new lecturers 
teach is hostile or indifferent (to innovation or newly fostered teaching practices) 
there is little chance of success in implementing new pedagogical strategies 
(Nicholls, 2005; Trowler et al, 2005; Hannan and Silver, 2000). Culture is a 
difficult word to define as it is often used and misused in social science 
(Trowler, 2008) but it can be simply delineated as a term that describes the way 
things are done in the particular setting (Geertz, 1983 cited in Trowler, 2008). 
 
If training is to be effective, there needs to be congruency between the 
individual innovations and the priorities of the institution, faculty or department 
(Hannan and Silver, 2000; Hicks and Lee, 2008). In some cases, teaching and 
learning innovations have been found to be “accorded with low status and even 
treated with suspicion in some HEIs” (Hannan and Silver, 2000, p.145). It has 
been found that even if departments or institutions do encourage the use of 
more innovative, non-traditional, student-centred teaching methods and their 
staff appreciate the benefit of them, the majority continue to use lectures as 
their main delivery method (Markham et al, 1998). Teaching staff in Markham et 
al’s survey (gathered from those in both post-1992 and traditional (pre-1992) 
UK campuses) felt the use of non-traditional methods was “not essential” (ibid, 
p. 260). They reported barriers as lack of time, the perception that the non-
traditional methods were time-intensive to prepare and deliver, facility and 
resource dependent and they felt there was a lack of “effective motivation and 
reward” (ibid, p. 257) for implementing them. The researchers concluded that 
the initiative was not “directed appropriately enough (e.g. linked to promotion) to 
motivate…lecturers to change their teaching practices” (ibid, p. 4). This situation 
has not only been a concern in HEIs in the UK. Due to the increased focus on 
research outcomes in the Australian HE sector, the government there 
introduced an $80 million/year learning and teaching performance fund in 2005 
to attempt to balance this and reward excellence in teaching outcomes. This 
was highly controversial but, three years on, Hicks and Lee (2008) summarise 
that the programme has been successful in increasing the attention paid to 
teaching and learning. 
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In summary, without strong criteria for “incentivising” (Mandelson cited in 
Wisdom, 2009, p.4) excellence in academic teaching, UK universities will fall 
short of their ability to promote the ‘soft skill’ developments in students such as 
“character, historical awareness and critical thinking (which come from) good 
teaching” (ibid, p.4).  
 
What influences effective teaching in higher education? 
 
Lecturers, especially those with little or no formal teacher training have been 
found to draw on their experiences as a student to inform their teaching practice 
(Young and Irving, 2005). Research into other extrinsic factors suggests that 
teaching behaviours and strategies are strongly influenced by the teachers’ own 
experiences as a student. Beegle and Coffee (1991) showed a clear 
relationship existed between how academics teach and how they were taught 
themselves. Willcoxson (1998) found that academics cited their “memories of 
inspiring teaching” (p. 61) as key factors that influenced their teaching style. 
Knight, Tait and Yorke’s (2006) study established that the top three ways of 
learning how to teach for academic staff were by doing the job, recalling their 
own experiences as a student, and through their conversations with others.  
 
Lecturers who lack training in teaching often struggle to describe their 
philosophy or approach to teaching revealing a “predominantly ad-hoc approach 
to decisions about teaching methods” (Young and Irving, 2005, p. 464) and 
have little knowledge of the body of research in theories of teaching and 
learning (ibid). It has been noted that this limited knowledge of theories and/or 
learning and teaching strategies may result in lecturers underplaying “the 
complexity of teaching” (Ballantyne et. al, 1999, p. 238). Willcoxson (1998, p. 
68) contends that lack of training and scholarship in teaching and learning 
negatively impacts upon the quality of learning gained by students as:  
 
…what emerges is a theme of academics failing to reflect  
on the fundamental purpose of their teaching - to assist  
students’ learning…and/or they were insufficiently trained 
for teaching and therefore unaware of, or unable to, use  
teaching strategies that might have turned lectures into  
better learning environments. 
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The level of scholarship within the field of teaching may also influence the 
perceptions of the role. 
 
Research indicates that some academics do not consider the amount and 
quality of the information learned by their university students to be “their 
responsibility” (Barrington, 2004, p. 425). Other studies show that HE educators 
consider pedagogy designed around effective teaching and learning to be a 
primary or secondary school problem and, at HE level, students either come to 
university “with the skills and motivation to learn or they do not” (Lazerson, 
Wagner and Shumanis 2000, p. 4).  
 
The traditional (i.e. lecture-based) teaching and learning environment can be 
unfulfilling and creatively stifling, especially for students who do not learn well 
via the lecture-based approach (Barrington, 2004; Kezar 2000, Weber, 2005). 
This traditional approach can be seen to be a way to foster learning in isolation 
(Hargreaves and Fullen, 1992 cited in Weber, 2005). There are undoubtedly 
many HE lecturers who use creative and effective strategies in their classrooms 
and universities who adopt inspired pedagogical practices that are learner 
rather than teacher-centred, but these have not been fully adopted in HE 
(Kezar, 2001). It is therefore not surprising that students who have entered HE 
during the period of the WP agenda often find it difficult to cope with and learn 
information via current teaching methods in HE and many have negative views 
of their learning experiences (Barrington, 2004). The culture of passivity and 
isolation that permeates HE calls for more practically based pedagogical 
approaches (Weber, 2005). 
 
Research has documented that academics’ perceptions of what teaching is 
alters their dominant teaching style; if academics conceive of teaching as the 
transmission of knowledge they will tend to use more traditional lecture-based 
methods (Gow and Kember, 1993), whereas if they conceive teaching to be the 
facilitation of learning they will tend towards group-based activities (Willcoxson, 
1998). Class size has also been shown to affect teaching approach with larger 
numbers of students lending themselves more towards formal, lecture based 
classes (ibid). The way that academics conceive of learning plays a significant 
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role in how they teach (Trigwell and Prosser, 1996) and may cause some to 
shun the standardised teacher training programmes offered by institutions. 
Teacher training is often an area of contention for academics. Nicholls (2005, 
p.612) questions: 
…if researchers have to be “professionally developed” as 
teachers are we applying a deficit model of professional 
development? Do these skills have to be developed before new 
lecturers can deliver quality teaching?  
It appears that if the quality of teaching is to be enhanced, there needs to be a 
more individual process of matching the learning needs of the new lecturer and 
the style and content of the professional development that they engage with. 
This is important as: 
If staff reject approaches to teaching because of a lack of 
congruence with their conceptions of what teaching is, then the 
task of improving teaching may be significantly more difficult 
than anticipated. 
(Trigwell and Prosser, 1996, p. 276) 
 
This suggests that more detailed evaluation of HE lecturers’ philosophies, 
experience and understanding of teaching in the initial recruitment phase and a 
more tailored approach to staff development may be more fruitful. This would 
align with Vygotsky’s perspective that learning occurs through “participation in 
culturally embedded experiences” (Raymond, 2000, p. 176). Appreciating that 
the construction of knowledge takes place within individuals’ zones of proximal 
development (Vygotsky, 1978), academics’ development needs should ideally 
revolve around “personally relevant professional situations” (Bel and Jackson, 
2008, p. 5). This approach would enable lecturers from multiple disciplines to 
consider the broad issues involved in effective learning, both their students and 
their own. In the UK context of WP, teaching has moved away from being an 
area in which subject specialists “seemed defacto qualified to pass on their 
knowledge to future generations” (Fanghanel, 2007, p. 4) to an activity that is 
“complex… problematised… [and] more managed” (ibid, p. 4). It is also driven 
by a climate that aims to professionalise and enhance teaching and learning 
practices in HE (ibid). The issue of assessing the practice of teaching in HE is, 
however problematic as “to date, assessment of teaching quality has centred on 
the quality of student learning, with no model of good teaching being offered” 
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(Nicholls, 2005 p. 612). Academics have therefore struggled to formalise a 
definition of effective teaching for new HE lecturers to aspire to. 
  
What is good university teaching?  
 
Trigwell (2001) acknowledges that within HE, there has been a level of debate 
and disagreement about the definition of good teaching to the point where some 
feel that “teaching quality cannot be measured” (p.66). Cosh (1998, p. 172) 
raises a fundamental concern: 
Given the subjective nature of notions of good teaching, 
different learner preferences, and the lack of proof of how 
students learn most successfully, it seems that none of us are 
qualified to make judgments on the teaching of our peers, and 
that our judgments are, therefore, of questionable value to 
anyone other than ourselves.  
Research has indicated that students learn in a variety of ways and effective 
teaching has been identified by students as “the way their particular approach to 
learning is most assisted” (Entwistle and Tait,1990 cited in Willcoxson, 1998, p. 
59). Hayes and Allinson (1993, 1996) and Canino and Cicchelli (1988) provide 
evidence of this idea of ‘matching’ learning styles and teaching methods which 
is rooted in the work of Kolb (1984) and Honey and Mumford (1986). 
  
Effective teaching is inherently challenging to define as there are many factors 
and contexts that affect it. A good teacher has been summarised as one who is 
intuitive, imaginative, actively listens, is evaluative and willing to change (Kuit 
and Gill, 2001). Palmer (2007) states that “good teaching cannot be reduced to 
technique; good technique comes from the identity and integrity of the teacher” 
(p.10). Ramsden (2008c) thoroughly reviewed the research on the debate of 
‘what is good teaching in HE?’ and offers a comprehensive list of qualities 
essential to optimal practice. Good teachers, he proposes: 
 
• Explain clearly and make material interesting. 
• Respect students and are concerned for their learning. 
• Assess for understanding. 
• Give meaningful feedback. 
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• Create clear goals and stimulate intellectual challenge. 
• Foster student-centred learning opportunities and active 
engagement. 
 
Chism (2007 cited in Gosling, 2009) counters these qualities as simplistic and 
expresses “the literature on teaching effectiveness reveals a complex and often 
contradictory record of claims” and reveals that many of the points used to 
identify good teachers use “high inference” terms (p. 7). Gosling (2009) 
summarises that it is possible for observers to judge the same teaching 
differently despite being in agreement on the criteria used (see peer observation 
of teaching on p. 44 and peer learning circles on p. 184).  
 
The standard for good teaching is inherently subjective and in evaluating 
practice, staff in the role of reviewer may lack the ability to assess the 
effectiveness of others’ teaching without further training (Cosh, 1998; Kieg, 
2000) and/or a clear criteria that is consistent with the one used in the 
development of HE teachers (Trigwell, 2001). The common criteria for judging 
effective teaching often relies on quantitative indictors such as students’ marks 
and students’ evaluations of their lecturer (Van Patten, 2000). It is recognised 
that collecting student feedback on teaching is a characteristic of award winning 
university teachers who capture this and use it as a tool for reflecting on areas 
where their teaching might be improved (Dunkin and Precians, 1992). However, 
Trigwell (2001) argues that this is insufficient and qualitative dimensions should 
also be embraced with the dynamics of how well the lecturer can utilise student-
focused techniques being part of the continuum. In agreement, Palmer (2007) 
states that, in gathering only student evaluations, “teachers have every right to 
be demoralised by such a simplistic approach- the nuances of teaching cannot 
possibly be captured this way” (p. 142). Additional systems of developing 
teaching have been proposed. Berk (2005) has suggested that to measure 
effective HE teaching twelve methods of assessment should be considered 
including self, student and peer evaluations, grade achievement, graduate 
feedback, employer ratings, administrator ratings, teaching scholarship, 
teaching awards and teaching portfolio review. Gosling (2009) proposes that 
utilising peer support and review can foster more reflective practice and 
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showcase models of effective or innovative teaching. A collaborative, well-
designed but non–bureaucratic community of support has also been proposed 
to encourage innovative, creative and artisan teaching which fosters greater 
student engagement and success (Talbert and McLaughlin, 2002). 
 
Peer observation of teaching 
 
Peer observation in HE began in the 1990s and is currently reported to be 
widespread practice (McMahon, Barrett and O’Neill, 2007). It is commonly used 
as a quality enhancement tool to professionally develop HE teaching staff 
(Gosling, 2009). It has been shown to help teaching practice improve, develop 
confidence, enhance collegiality and transform educational perspectives among 
lecturers (Bell, 2001) especially if the practice is developed under “supportive 
conditions” (Bell and Mladenovic, 2008, p. 736). Palmer (2007, p. 144) suggests 
that: 
Involvement in a community of pedagogical discourse is a 
voluntary option for individuals who seek support and 
opportunities for growth. It is a professional obligation that 
educational institutions should expect of those who teach-for the 
privatisation of teaching not only keeps individuals from growing 
in their craft, but fosters institutional incompetence as well. 
 
Negative aspects of peer observation have been reported with some perceiving 
the conditions as judgmental, externally required, intrusive, time consuming and 
contrary to the concept of academic freedom (Lomas and Nicholls, 2005). Many 
lecturers still associate the presence of an observer in their classroom with 
inspectors from the Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED) or the Quality 
Assurance Agency (QAA) auditors (Bowen-Jones, Barber and Martin et al, 
2009). Additional concerns regarding the confidentiality of the process, the 
potential challenge of giving and receiving feedback to/from a colleague and the 
fear of the potentially detrimental impact on staff relationships have also been 
reported (Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond, 2005). Because staff may 
perceive peer observation schemes to be either potentially linked to review, 
biased, critical and/or time consuming, the institutional implementation of such 
schemes has tended to be “patchy” (Gosling, 2009, p. 8). However, researchers 
and educational developers have attempted to overcome these barriers by 
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developing an understanding of how to establish a successful peer support 
culture. This has been shown to dispel much of the apprehension (Mason 
O’Connor and Gravestock, 2009; Purvis Purvis, Crutchley and Flint, 2009; 
Boyd, 2009; Kell, Fahnert, James et al, 2009; Maguire, 2009). Kane, Sandretto 
and Heath (2004, p. 305) reported that one lecturer in their peer observation 
study stated: 
We should build up a culture amongst our teachers that we will 
actually watch each other do the process and learn from each 
other; that there will be enough kindness and gentleness, that 
we can honestly talk about the mistakes in our teaching as well 
or at least the less effective things, as well as the things that 
work very well. 
Therefore, if established in a collaborative model, peer observation practice 
lends itself to the promotion of an environment that supports development, 
fosters discourse about teaching and enables colleagues to share valuable 
experiences via the opening of classroom doors (Bell, 2001). Ultimately, the 
decision to participate falls with the individual as it is evident that observing 
another teach does not, in and of itself, enhance teaching (Peel, 2005); it 
depends on the observers’ willingness to engage in reflection and with relevant 
literature (Bell and Mladenovic, 2008 (see reflective practice on p. 48) 
 
Gosling (2009) identifies three models of peer observation: an evaluation 
model, a developmental model and a collaborative model as shown in Table 1 
on p. 46. A member of teaching staff’s stage of professional development may 
indicate which model of peer observation would be most appropriate. For 
example, a new member of academic staff with no prior teaching experience 
may benefit initially from a developmental model, whereas an established HE 
lecturer may continually learn from a collaborative model. Staff members’ 
responsiveness to schemes of observation have been found to be influenced by 
their previous, and often negative experiences with institutions facing “almost 
universal disapproval” of traditional judgment-based reviews (Purvis et al, 2009 
p. 23). It has been acknowledged that winning universal support for any 
professional development activity or process is difficult (Pennington, 2003). 
Research does, however, indicate that participants in developmental models do 
adopt more student-centred approaches to their teaching (Gibbs, 2003) and that 
collaborative and workplace embedded development activities are most valued  
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Table 1: Models of Peer Review of Teaching (Gosling, 2009) 
Characteristic Evaluation model Development model Collaborative model 
Who does what and 
with whom? 
Senior Staff or chosen 
evaluators review other 
staff 
Educational developers 
observe/review 
probationers or expert 
teachers review others 
Teacher/ peers/ colleagues 
Purpose Identify 
underperformance, 
confirm probation, 
appraisal, promotion, 
quality assurance, 
assessment of 
teaching 
Demonstrate 
competency/improve 
teaching competencies, 
part of accredited course, 
assessment of teaching 
Improve teaching and 
student learning through 
dialogue, self and mutual 
reflection, stimulate 
innovation 
Outcome Report/judgment Feedback/report/action 
plan for improvement to 
teaching and learning 
Analysis, reflection, 
discussion, wider 
experience, improve 
pedagogical scholarly 
activity, improve teaching 
and learning 
Status of peer review 
judgements 
Based on authority, 
seniority and or 
expertise 
Expert diagnosis based 
on experience and 
expertise 
Peers share understanding 
and perceptions 
Relationship of 
observer to observed 
Hierarchy of 
power/seniority 
Hierarchy of expertise-
expert/learner, 
tutor/student 
Equality/mutuality. Peers 
share understandings and 
perceptions 
Confidentiality Between manager, 
reviewer and the 
reviewee 
Between reviewer and 
the reviewee, might 
include manager or 
course tutor 
Between reviewer and 
reviewee-could be shared 
within a learning circle. 
Public outcomes with 
permission 
Inclusion Selected staff, staff 
being confirmed in 
post, or applying for 
promotion or teaching 
award 
Staff on initial training 
course e.g. PGCert, staff 
identified as needing to 
improve teaching 
All involved in supporting 
student learning 
Judgement Pass/ fail score, quality 
assessment, confirm 
status or promotion 
Feedback on how to 
improve teaching 
Non-judgmental, 
constructive facilitated 
dialogue 
What is reviewed? Teaching performance, 
course design, learning 
materials, student 
feedback 
Teaching performance, 
course design, learning 
materials 
Any aspect of course 
design, teaching, student 
learning and assessment 
chosen by reviewee 
Who are identified 
beneficiaries? 
Institution, department, 
students 
The reviewee (one way 
interaction), students 
Mutual benefit for both (2 
way interaction), students 
Conditions for 
success 
Effective management Respected developers or 
senior staff 
A culture in which teaching 
is valued and discussed 
Risks Alienation, lack of 
cooperation, 
opposition, resistance 
No shared ownership, 
limited impact 
Confirms existing practice, 
passive compliance, 
perceived as bureaucratic 
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by academic staff (Ferman, 2002). Initial case study reports of lecturers’ 
experiences with collaborative peer observation/reflection/review models 
indicate more positive feedback from staff regarding enhanced professional 
development and improved perceptions of practice although time constraints 
continued to be the greatest barrier to engagement (Purvis et al, 2009). 
 
Reflective practice 
 
 
      Learning new techniques for teaching is like the fish that provides a  
      meal today, reflective practice is the net that provides meals for the  
      rest of your life.  
 
       (Biggs and Tang, 2007, p.43) 
 
 
Reflective practice emphasises the use of reflection (a process of thinking 
and learning) within the professional context as a means of coping with 
complex and often unpredictable situations (Moon, 2004). McAlpine and 
Weston (2002 cited in Moon, 2004) suggest that “reflection requires linking 
existing knowledge to an analysis of the relationship between current 
experience and future action“(p. 81). The literature on effective teaching 
suggests that the art of reflection is essential and opens teachers up to 
innovative practice (Wubbels and Korthagen, 1990). Reflective practice 
stems from work by Kolb (1984) and Schön (1983,1987) and is the 
cornerstone in reviewing learning, teaching and assessment practice in HE 
(Purvis et al, 2009), particularly in developing teaching staff in academia 
(Clegg, Tan and Saeidi, 2002). It has also been noted that more reflective 
teachers create more effective learning experiences for their students 
(Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond, 2005) and that “expert teachers 
continually reflect on how they might teach even better“ (Biggs and Tang, 
2007, p. 41). Good teaching, Trigwell (2001) summarises, is “dynamic, 
reflective and constantly evolving” (p. 69). 
 
With this being advocated, it is worthwhile to question whether reflection is a 
common cultural practice within HE environments. A climate where time is 
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routinely taken by lecturers to process their teaching experiences and link 
their practice to relevant scholarly research is not reflected in the literature. 
Bel and Jackson (2008) describe the process of inducting academics into 
reflective practice as being akin to “herding reflective cats” (p. 2) with 
lecturers expressing feelings “ranging from poorly-hidden bemusement to 
visible reluctance” (ibid, p.2) when faced with writing about their teaching. 
This practice is increasingly expected of academics as it was embedded 
within the professional standards outlined by the HEA in 2005. It is promoted 
within the post-2006 post-graduate teacher training courses in HE to align 
with the Higher Education Standard Descriptor 2 (HEA, 2005), a qualification 
that is increasingly being used as a benchmark for professional competency 
for those teaching in HE. The main tool used for assessment is a reflective 
portfolio (McLean and Bullard, 2000) which therefore embeds reflection on 
teaching as part of professional development for participating lecturers. 
 
Schön (1983, 1987) and Kolb’s (1984) models of reflective practice suggest 
that practitioners have an active relationship with the knowledge that 
underpins their profession to stimulate theoretical thinking. This knowledge 
base around learning theory and pedagogy has already been identified as an 
area of paucity amongst some academics in HE (Tight, 2004) yet some 
researchers indicate that good teaching cannot exist without this foundation 
(see the addition of reflective theorising within Kolb’s model (Figure 1).  
Eraut (2000) proposes that professional learning is often informal and 
knowledge is often tacit and this may explain why many lecturers do not 
recognise the importance and value of pedagogical theory (D’Andrea and 
Gosling, 2005). However, Trigwell (2001) considers good teaching to be “a 
scholarly process oriented towards high quality student learning” (p. 69). 
Biggs and Tang (2007) posit that the ability to reflect upon areas of teaching 
that may need improvement requires a grasp of an “explicit” theory of 
teaching (p. 43) whereas currently most teachers lean on more “implicit” 
theories (ibid, p. 43). They call for lecturers to work to gain “a consciously 
worked out theory that generates answers to teaching problems” (ibid, p.43). 
The ability of teachers to reflect on the process of teaching is therefore 
considered to be vital to developing excellence as it promotes self-awareness 
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Figure 1: Modified reflective learning cycle (based on Kolb, 1984)  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
and the consideration of the philosophy of the practice (Hammersley-Fletcher 
and Orsmond, 2005). It does however, take time. Barnett (2007 cited in Bel 
and Jackson, 2008, p. 3) insists that academics need to have greater 
provision for “time and space in which to learn and then to step back [to] 
allow…reflection to develop.” 
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Reflective communities of practice 
 
 
Could teachers gather around the great thing called teaching and 
learning and explore its mysteries with the same respect we accord 
any subject worth knowing? …There are no formulas for good 
teaching…if we want to grow in our practice, we have two primary 
places to go: to the inner ground from which good teaching comes and 
to the community of fellow teachers from whom we can learn more 
about ourselves and our craft.  
                                                                       (Palmer, 2007, p. 141) 
 
 
Communities of practice (CoP) are loosely built upon the concept of working 
as a group or team but are distinct in that the members are invested in 
creating an ongoing sense of community with shared values and projects 
(Wisker, Robinson and Shacham, 2007). The term was introduced by Lave 
and Wenger (1991) to refer to the process of social learning around a 
common interest and collaboration over an extended period of time to seek 
solutions and share ideas (Wubbels, 2007). It has been noted that 
community environments provide fertile ground for innovation (ibid). HE can 
be seen to contain multiple, often overlapping CoPs in which academics 
engage e.g. a group of fellow subject-specific researchers or a teaching 
department. However, it is the committed level of engagement, interaction 
and building of shared resources included in Wenger’s (2000) pursuit of 
“competence” (p. 229) that is perhaps less consistently practiced in 
academia. 
 
To foster reflective practice across a teaching team, the environment needs 
to be supportive (Gosling, 2009; Gosling and Mason O’Connor, 2009; Kell et 
al, 2009). The organisational culture influences and “shapes the value placed 
on individual and processes within that organisation” (Kell et al, 2009, p. 42) 
and the success of a reflective CoP or a peer support system can be 
influenced directly by this culture. An environment of trust is critical for the 
success of a CoP (ibid). The creation of a positive environment that promotes 
increased reflection, personal development and institutional change relies on 
initially embracing of a “bottom-up” approach to seeking solutions rather than 
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a “top-down” following of directives (ibid). At a university wide level, if the 
academic culture actively embraces the practice of peer learning, reflective 
practice and support within the lecturer community, the scholarship of 
teaching and learning may become a reality rather than something that is 
often recognised in a university’s mission statement but not evident in 
practice (Biggs and Tang, 2007). 
 
Movement towards the development of reflective communities of teaching 
and scholarship has been gaining momentum. Peer observation systems 
have been designed in some HEIs and have been reported to foster climates 
in which reflection and dialogue around teaching is more evident (Gosling, 
2009; Mason O Connor and Gravestock, 2009; Purvis et al, 2009; Boyd, 
2009; Kell et al, 2009; Maguire, 2009; Bowen-Jones et al, 2009). These peer-
supported systems also facilitate the establishment of CoPs (Wisker et al, 
2007; Wubbels, 2007). These social communities can help to decrease the 
isolation common in teaching, where:  
 
…teachers are kings and queens in their classrooms, with very 
little exchange of ideas with colleagues …. Collaboration…or 
team teaching is still an extraordinary phenomenon. 
 
 (Wubbels, 2007, p. 227)  
Historically within universities, teaching has been an individualistic profession 
and it has been stated that the: 
 
…academic culture builds barriers between colleagues…. 
These barriers come partly from the competition that keeps us 
fragmented by fear. But they also come from the fact that 
teaching is perhaps the most privatized of all the public 
professions…though we teach in front of students, we almost 
always teach solo, out of collegial sight. When we walk into our 
workplace, the classroom, we close the door on our colleagues. 
When we emerge, we rarely talk about what happened or what 
needs to happen next, for we have no shared experience to talk 
about. 
        (Palmer, 2007, p. 142) 
 
To overcome this ‘closed door’ system, communities of peers have been 
established within HEIs via learning and teaching fellowship schemes in 
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more recent years. They often go beyond peer observation of teaching and 
may use a variety of methods such as peers supporting each other in 
effective curriculum design and promoting high quality teaching and 
assessment practices (Jones, 2009) to ultimately enhance student learning. 
 
One example of a CoP in HE is the learning and teaching fellowship system 
structured within one post-1992 university (see Figure 2 on p. 53). A 
fellowship community of practice (ibid) identifies and rewards pedagogical 
research projects with a fellowship grant. The recipients or fellows engage in 
small scale research projects around learning, teaching and assessment and 
then disseminate their findings to their colleagues across many levels of the 
HE institution. The fellows meet twice a year and discuss their projects and 
expertise is offered from the centre for learning and teaching staff. The 
benefits reported by HE staff engaged within this community include 
enhanced recognition from colleagues, greater opportunities for 
dissemination and greater confidence as professionals (ibid). Jones (2009) 
also describes that the teaching fellows helped to enhance the self-esteem of 
colleagues and perceived that their work within their community of practice 
had a positive impact upon on their students who demonstrated greater 
engagement, improved communication and enhanced “scaffolding” of their 
learning (ibid, p. 26).  
 
Within the realm of enhancing professional practice in teaching, learning and 
assessment, Wubbels (2007) suggests that using expert facilitators in CoPs 
(as in Jones’ fellowship community where staff developers engage with the 
fellowship community) may prompt theoretical thinking in addition to self- 
reflection to enhance what has been termed the scholarship of teaching and 
learning (SoTL). Teaching and learning have their own research and 
knowledge base and involve complex and problematic social interactions 
worthy of investigation (Mason O’Connor and Gravestock, 2009) and 
expertise in supporting academics to explore these is valuable. This 
awareness of the complexities of teaching and learning, however, is 
considered to be unrecognised in many universities in practice although it is 
often clear in the mission statement (Biggs and Tang, 2007). A climate that 
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encourages pedagogic reflection has been proposed to stimulate high quality 
learning environments within departmental of university cultures 
(Hammersley- Fletcher and Orsmond, 2005; Trigwell, 2001). Positive shifts 
within the teaching climates can arguably impact upon academic life for both 
students and academics. This climate has also been shown to be linked to 
the leadership of the institution itself.  
 
Figure 2: Learning and teaching fellowships within communities of practice 
(Jones, 2009) 
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The organisational climate in HE and its impact on teaching 
 
Lecturers’ experience of leadership has been shown to affect their teaching 
in a variety of ways. Improvement in teaching and learning has been found to 
be dependent on changes in departmental culture (Knight and Trowler, 
2000). Effective leadership by a department head or dean has been found to 
be associated with higher quality university teaching (Massey et al, 1994; 
Wright and O’Neill, 1995 both cited in Martin et al, 2003). The threads of 
recognition, promotion, pay, status, research and teaching are inherently 
interwoven within the HE culture as the scholarship of teaching and research 
has been shown to develop strongly if teaching is given the same status and 
reward as research (Biggs and Tang, 2007). Teaching should be incentivised 
(Ramsden, 2008b; Mandelson, 2009 cited in Wisdom, 2010) as:   
In the past, rewards in higher education – particularly 
promotion – have been linked much more closely to research 
than to teaching. Indeed, teaching has been seen by some 
as an extra source of income to support the main business of 
research, rather than recognised as a valuable and high-
status career in its own right. This is a situation that cannot 
continue. Institutions must properly reward their best teaching 
staff and all those who teach must take their task seriously.  
       (DfEs, 2003, p. 51) 
 
The culture of recognition is one aspect that rewards effective teaching but 
leadership style has also been found to have an impact. Research indicates 
that if lecturers perceive their leaders to be inspirational, have clear goals 
and show adaptability to change, there is a higher likelihood that the 
department approaches teaching with a student-centred focus (Ramsden, 
1998). Although the research in this area is sparse, results suggest that 
collaborative or transformational models of leadership (in which leaders ask 
for input from the team as opposed to making decisions for them with little 
consultation) appear to be more conducive to promoting cultures of high 
quality teaching and learning (Martin et al, 2003). Transformational leaders 
tend to display emotional intelligence (Golemann, 1998), lead and inspire 
with self-confidence (Koen and Bitzer, 2010) and have the capacity to 
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motivate academics to respond to change more effectively (Morrill, 2007). 
The success of transformational, collaborative styles of leadership within HE 
may be due to the fact that a leader-centred focus is replaced with a process-
centred focus in which power and influence are mutually shared between 
leaders (senior management) and followers (lecturers, support staff, 
students) (Kezar, 2009). The perspective shifts away from one in which the 
leaders are ‘doing to’ or ‘doing for’ others to one in which leaders focus on 
engaging with others (Morrill 2007). HE academic staff have been found to 
have less stress and greater satisfaction in their job roles if they have more 
autonomy (Kinman et al., 2006, Abouserie, 1996; Fisher, 1994). Some 
lament the “demise of an easy collegiality in the face of the rise of a harder 
managerialism that robs them of control” (Dearlove, 2002, p. 257). A shift to a 
more power-sharing process of leadership may certainly facilitate this 
perception of control. Dearlove (2002) posits that university leaders “can only 
take institutions so far-and not far at all if academics are not engaged in 
strategic change and its implementation” (p. 271). 
 
Some universities hold student-centred learning (SCL) as one of their 
strategies in their learning teaching and assessment policies, but whether the 
academics and students have a clear understanding of this has not been 
established. Institutions and teachers may claim to be putting student-centred 
learning into practice, but in reality this may be lip service (Biggs, 1999). One 
reason for this may be that implementing a student-centred approach takes 
considerable time, planning and effort (Felder and Brent, 1996). As 
discussed previously, the competing pressures placed upon academics 
creates a culture in which developing innovative teaching methods may be 
less of a priority for teaching staff. The resources needed to implement SCL 
effectively can be seen as a barrier. For example, if a group of students 
prefer small group, problem-based learning but the faculty budget allows only 
for those fifty students to have a one hour lecture, creative curriculum 
delivery choices are limited. As Lea, Stephenson and Troy (2003) 
summarise, it may be a “function of the current climate in higher education, 
rather than truculence on the part of educators” (p. 322) that holds back the 
momentum of SCL. What is needed institutionally is support for the 
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development of “a student-focussed conception of teaching and an 
association with a scholarly approach to teaching” (Trigwell, 2001, p. 69). 
This needs to be combined with an institutional environment that adopts a 
level of “reflexivity” (Fanghanel, 2007, p. 16) towards teaching and research 
and their funding initiatives and offers the time and space for academics to 
reflect on their practice. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In summary, the current culture in HE is complex, with a myriad of demands 
being placed on both students and those who teach them. The landscape 
has dramatically changed as a result of the WP agenda and has created an 
area of study that offers great potential for phenomenological exploration. 
The areas of particular interest for this study were the initial support and 
induction of new staff when they began their academic jobs, the ongoing 
support from the institution around teaching for established staff, the level of 
community or collegial support and the experiences of working with the WP 
student body. Hearing lecturers’ experiences of navigating this working 
environment offers a window into understanding their lived experiences. To 
understand lecturers’ approaches to managing their roles, a 
phenomenological approach was needed with first hand accounts being 
captured. The essence of the lecturers’ experiences and how they interpreted 
them was of interest. Appreciating the idiographic was important and 
Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (Smith, 2003) was considered to 
be the most appropriate methodology. This study therefore offers a 
phenomenological exploration to capture a snapshot of the HE climate in the 
2008-2009 academic year in a post-1992, WP focused campus. 
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Chapter 2: Methodology 
  
Introduction 
 
This study adopted a phenomenological approach as its focus was on 
understanding people’s lived experiences (Smith et al, 2009). The value of 
phenomenology has its origins in the philosophical writings of Edmund 
Husserl (1859-1938). Husserl developed the idea of studying people’s 
experience or ‘life world’ in a move away from the positivist method of 
research. He considered the empiricism and rationalism present in scientific 
study to be an “intolerable situation” (Husserl, 1927a, II paragraph 2) which 
needed “phenomenological reform” (ibid). His work emphasised detailed 
personal understandings of experience and embraced reflexivity. He 
suggested that to understand an object, people needed to suspend their 
everyday, taken-for-granted understandings of it and instead adopt a 
“phenomenological attitude” (Smith et al, 2009, p. 12). This “gaze” (Husserl, 
1927, para 2) allowed the observer to more fully explore their perceptions of 
the object. In bringing greater conscious awareness to this process, the 
observer was described as being phenomenological and invoking 
intentionality to the object or experience (Smith et al, 2009; Langdridge, 
2007). Husserl (1927b, paragraph  2) explains this as follows; 
Focussing our experiencing gaze on our own psychic life 
necessarily takes place as reflection, as a turning about of a 
glance which had previously been directed elsewhere. Every 
experience can be subject to such reflection, as can indeed 
every manner in which we occupy ourselves with any real or 
ideal objects for instance, thinking, or in the modes of feeling 
and will, valuing and striving. So when we are fully engaged in 
conscious activity, we focus exclusively on the specific thing, 
thoughts, values, goals, or means involved, but not on the 
psychic experience as such, in which these things are known as 
such. Only reflection reveals this to us. Through reflection, 
instead of grasping simply the matter straight-out, the values, 
goals, and instrumentalities, we grasp the corresponding 
subjective experiences in which we become "conscious" of 
them, in which (in the broadest sense) they "appear." For this 
reason, they are called "phenomena," and their most general 
essential character is to exist as the "consciousness-of" or 
"appearance-of" the specific things, thoughts (judged states of 
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affairs, grounds, conclusions), plans, decisions, hopes, and so 
forth.  
 
Husserl’s work therefore encouraged the exploration of the core subjective 
experiences of the phenomena or the ‘essence’ of the properties lying 
beneath initial perception (Smith et al, 2009). His approach recommended 
bracketing off, or putting to one side in a mathematically influenced manner, 
familiar understandings to focus more clearly on the “the world as given in 
consciousness” (Husserl, 1927, paragraph 3) i.e. an object or experience at 
its core. His writings were philosophical and conceptual in nature and tended 
to focus on the study and understanding of the self rather than of others. 
 
Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), a former student of Husserl who succeeded 
to Husserl‘s Chair in the Department of Philosophy at the University of 
Freiburg (Inwood, 2000), developed a greater interest in the aspects of 
reflexive awareness involved in the process of interpreting other people’s 
experiences (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009). This hermeneutic (the theory of 
interpretation) approach became central to Heidegger’s work and he 
proposed that access to lived time and engagement with the world was 
through interpretation (Smith et al, 2009). Heidegger explored the idea of 
‘Dasein’ (which translated from German means ‘being-there’) philosophising 
what it is to be human and how humans make meaning out of the world that 
appears to them (Heidegger, 1962). He proposed that in being, humans 
reflect upon themselves and also on their relationships with others as 
“Dasein is essentially being with…even Dasein’s being alone is being within 
the world…being alone is a deficient mode of being with” (Heidegger, 1962, 
p. 156).  
 
Understanding how people live in the world therefore involves relationships, 
cultural and temporal understanding and Heidegger acknowledged that 
interpreting people’s meaning-making activities around their lived 
experiences was central to phenomenology. This process involved actively 
engaging in a hermeneutic process with the researcher acknowledging their 
fore-structures (previous experiences and pre-conceptions). Heidegger  
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considered this an ongoing practice: 
…our first, last and constant task in interpreting is never to 
allow…fore-conception to be presented to us by fancies and 
popular conception, but rather to make the scientific theme 
secure by working out the fore-structures in terms of the things 
themselves.   
(Heidegger, 1962, p. 195) 
Heidegger considered that this process of reflection should be ongoing and 
cyclical.  
 
My study aimed to capture participants’ ‘life world’, and therefore could be 
considered to be influenced by both Husserl and Heidegger. However, I 
wanted to interpret the findings and explore the meaning-making processes 
of others, therefore was taking a more hermeneutic, Heideggerian path. IPA, 
the theoretical construct on which the analysis of the data was based, adopts 
a hermeneutic approach in which the interpretation of people’s meaning-
making activities is a key concept (Smith and Osborn, 2003; Smith et al, 
2009). 
 
Interpretive phenomenology 
 
The interpretive phenomenological stance became the guiding methodology 
for this study. It has been said that, as researchers, our own epistemology 
drives the decisions to match research questions with effective methods 
design. Hughes (1990, p. 11) states that: 
…every research tool or procedure is inextricably embedded  
in commitments to particular versions of the world and to  
knowing that world…no technique or method of investigation  
is self-validating: its effectiveness…ultimately depends on 
epistemological justifications. 
 
IPA is a method of researching and analysing lived experiences and has 
been gaining momentum over the past ten to fifteen years within the field of 
health (Pringle, Drummond, McLafferty et al, 2011). More recently, research 
using IPA within education has emerged (Creanor et al, 2008; Biggerstaff 
and Thompson, 2008). The IPA approach has roots in psychology and 
recognises that there are two stages of interpretation involved as the 
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“researcher is trying to make sense of the participant trying to make sense of 
what is happening to them” (Smith et al, 2009, p. 35). This has been termed 
the ‘double hermeneutic’ (Smith, 2004). 
 
Due to this reflexive element, it is important for researchers to be clear in 
their relationship to the research. One’s own experience is ever present and 
it can potentially become an obstacle to interpretation. Moran (2000, p. 229) 
states that it is important to explicitly study “how things appear or are covered 
up”. To be able to do this, researchers need to be reflexive at every stage of 
the research process, acknowledging the process which shaped the research 
question itself, reflecting after each interview and during the stages of 
analysis. Husserl’s approach of “bracketing” off prior knowledge of the person 
or context is replaced by reflexive writings about initial impressions from the 
interview and acknowledgement of pre-existing knowledge or ‘fore-structures’ 
(Smith et al, 2009). The active role of the researcher in the analysis is 
recognised as a key feature of IPA (Pringle et al, 2011). 
 
I reflected upon my own fore-structures (see Reflection 2 on p. 59), and then 
moved to a different place in the hermeneutic process where I focussed fully 
on the experiences of the interviewees. The analysis of the data involved 
interpreting the participants’ accounts - the double hermeneutic in action, with 
direct quotes being used to support the findings (Pringle et al, 2011). Once 
the data had been collected and analysed, I looked again to my own 
experiences in light of being influenced and shaped by hearing the 
participants’ (see Reflection 4 on p. 165). This is the “hermeneutic turn” 
described in the literature (Smith, 2007; Smith et al, 2009).  
 
My study was clearly aligned with the principles of interpretive 
phenomenological research as it rigorously examined lived experiences 
(Smith et al, 2009). It used a small, purposively selected sample based in a 
naturalistic setting and embraced the “messy chaos of the lived world” (ibid, 
p. 55). How lecturers understood and managed their day-to-day roles was 
the focus. The research process was emergent and I remained open to new 
and unexpected phenomena with a goal of providing a holistic account of a  
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complex situation.  
 
Reflection 2: Fore-structures to the research 
 
My interest in using this style of phenomenology stemmed from my 
background in health promotion and my interest in the psychological aspects 
of well-being. In working with people individually to support them in behaviour 
change or self-care, I have come to appreciate the power of the personal 
narrative to help people reflect on their lives. I have also found this reflective 
process to be very useful for understanding my own patterns, values and 
ontology. In listening to others, space is created to help them do the same.  
 
In this research, using an interpretive methodology to examine the details of 
participants’ narratives offered me greater insight into the rigorous world of 
qualitative research. It is important to acknowledge my own fore-structures: I 
am a forty three year-old British white female and I grew up in a middle class 
area in the north west of England. I have worked in educational, health 
promotion and therapeutic settings over the past twenty years. My theoretical 
orientation has been influenced by my initial training in teaching, my 
undergraduate and graduate studies in sport and exercise psychology and 
my work in health promotion. My understanding of the biopsychosocial model 
of health (which acknowledges that biological, psychological and social 
influences all interact and help to determine people’s functioning and well-
being), and my appreciation of the complexity involved in whole person 
approaches to health and well-being have also influenced my approach to 
research. 
 
I have been interested in supporting the well-being of employees since I 
began working in worksite health promotion in my twenties. I became 
increasingly aware that offering fitness, stress management and nutrition 
services were superficial approaches when tackling much deeper issues 
such as poverty, lack of education and poor management support for some 
employees. I appreciated that the balance between individual well-being and 
organisational support for employees was a difficult balancing act. 
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In my later training and practice as a massage therapist and massage 
instructor, I supported individuals through bodywork and behaviour change. I 
deepened my understanding of the individual approach to this work, and 
came to hear many clients’ and students’ stories around the issues of stress, 
injury, lifestyle change and coping. In working within HE as a lecturer these 
collective experiences shaped my understanding and approach to my work.  
 
My own first year working in HE certainly challenged my coping skills. I was 
hired late in the summer so arrived with less than two weeks to prepare 
before teaching began. I found that my mentor was invaluable during this 
year as I often felt overwhelmed by the demands of the role. In the following 
years, I noticed that my experience was not particularly uncommon and I saw 
colleagues, especially new lecturers, struggling to navigate their workloads 
effectively.  
 
When I took on the Senior Teaching Fellow (STF) role, a position that was 
designed to support colleagues in their teaching and scholarly roles, the 
ability to have the research potentially fuel change became more apparent. 
As STF, I wanted to actively work to support teaching staff. This research 
became the first step in this process as I needed to understand the 
experiences of the staff I worked with in order to help support them (if indeed, 
support was needed). This data was collected just prior to (the pilot 
interviews) and during my initial months of my STF role. In acknowledging 
potential power differences between researchers and their participants, the 
timing of the interviews may have been helpful as I was still possibly likely to 
be seen as being “in the trenches” with my peers.  
 
I approached the interviews with an acknowledgement that I was exploring 
my colleagues’ experiences to propose changes to senior managers if this 
suggested by the findings. Qualitative research is often characterised and 
motivated by the researcher’s commitment to facilitate change (Kidder and 
Fine, 1997). I remained open to the possibility that the lecturers were not in 
need of change, however. Rapport was easy to build with my participants as I 
had contact with them in the past. I was intrigued to hear about people’s 
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expectations, their stories of their first experiences in HE and how they 
navigated the complex systems and teaching demands.  
 
Method 
 
Semi-structured interviewing 
 
The focus was to explore the perceptions of the lecturers in their own words. 
Semi-structured interviews were considered to be the best strategy to 
capture the data in a natural way as they are “one of the most…powerful 
ways in which we try to understand our fellow human beings” (Fontana and 
Frey, 2000, p. 645). IPA is idiographic and maintains a commitment to the 
revealing of the particular (Smith et al, 2009); interviews allow the details of 
how people experience and understand their lives within a certain context (in 
this case, working in a post-1992 HEI) to emerge. Semi-structured interviews 
are commonly used in IPA as they combine the researcher’s guidance and a 
more open-ended framework for participants to provide rich data (Eatough 
and Smith, 2008). Participants in my study were loosely guided by an 
interview schedule but given time to veer from this course, express any 
concerns they had and were sometimes asked to explore their own 
interpretations. 
 
Interviews are “a conversation with a purpose” (Lincoln and Guba, 2000, p. 
168; Smith et al, 2009 p. 57) that allow researchers to gain a “privileged 
access to people’s basic experience of the lived world” (Kvale and 
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 29). The interviews enabled the interviewees’ 
perspective to “unfold as the participant views it (the emic perspective) not as 
the researcher views it (the etic perspective)” (Marshall and Rossman, 2006, 
p. 101). The process was acknowledged to be interactive and collaborative, 
with participants clearly involved in the “meaning-making work in the 
progress” (Holstein and Gubrium, 1997, p. 142). Interpretation was inherently 
embedded within the interview and it was understood that the interview was 
an active process which offered a “third space” (Cousin, 2009, p. 73), where  
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the participant and the interviewer developed understanding by working  
together in a co-creative manner.  
 
Open-ended questions were asked (e.g. can you describe your initial 
experiences in HE? (See appendix B for interview guide)) and interviewees 
had an opportunity to raise any issues that they felt had not been covered at 
the conclusion of the interview. The structure of the questions was designed 
to guide the interview but did not “dictate the path” (Clough and Nutbrown, 
2002, p .105) to the answer. The dynamic nature of the interview fostered an 
interactive relationship between the researcher and respondent which 
allowed adjustments to be made where necessary. Reflection and mirroring 
techniques were used by the researcher to aid clarification and to assist in 
the process of interpretation. The interview guide suggested a sequence of 
questions but if a question had already been answered within a participants’ 
response without prompting, this was left out on an ad-hoc basis (Flick, 
2006). Questions were re-ordered to enhance the naturalistic flow of the 
interview if necessary. Within this style of interview there was space for the 
participants to mention other topics that were relevant to them that may not 
have been prompted. There was an ongoing “mediation between the course 
of the interview and the interview guide” (ibid, p.92), and my skill with this 
developed throughout the process. 
 
The interviews were scheduled mostly in a quiet room on campus where no 
disturbances would occur. This offered a naturalistic and ‘real-life’ context 
(Gillham, 2005). Two of the thirteen interviews were scheduled, at the 
interviewees’ request, in their (shared) offices when their office mates were 
absent. In one instance, this created disturbances as a student walked in to 
ask a question and the telephone rang.  An hour was allocated for the 
interviews with most being less than that time, but two took almost ninety 
minutes to complete. Face-to-face interviews were important as the subject 
matter was of a somewhat personal nature, and the trust relationship 
between the interviewer and interviewee was important so that “disclosure 
was possible” (ibid, p.5). Email was used as a follow-up mechanism to send 
transcripts individually to the participants for them to check accuracy and to  
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answer any concerns regarding dissemination of the project. 
With each participant’s consent, the interviews were recorded using a digital 
recording device. The data was initially transcribed through listening to the 
recorded interview and typing manually or via the use of voice recognition 
software. Using the voice recognition software created issues around 
confidentiality as the transcription had to be done in a space where no one 
could overhear the process. Field notes were taken as a back up during the 
interview process and these also noted physical gestures, vocal tone and 
post-interview comments. 
 
Sampling  
 
Pilot tests 
 
The sample of lecturers was recruited from one HEI campus in the East 
Midlands. Initially two staff members were asked directly by the researcher to 
be pilot interviewees as they represented two differing experiences in regard 
to gender, length of time in HE teaching, age and background. The interview 
guide questions arose from the literature review. Time was spent initially 
listing all questions to be asked, grouping them and refining them to avoid 
repetition. The selected questions were then organised into themes and 
sequenced to make the most sense and have flow in the interview process.  
 
The piloting process with the two interviewees established that the questions 
yielded rich data. The transcripts from the first two participants were so 
interesting that, under discussion with my supervisor, it was decided that 
these would be included in the final sample. The only amendment from the 
pilot process was that initial demographic questions (e.g. listing their roles, 
number of years teaching in HE) could be answered more succinctly via a 
short questionnaire than verbally. When reviewing the pilot transcripts with 
the project supervisor, it was revealed that I had a tendency to ask multiple 
questions at the same time which gave the interviewee insufficient time to 
reflect and answer the initial question. A decision was made to not fill in the 
‘pregnant pauses’ during the remaining interviews. The pilot interviewees 
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were asked for general comments on the questions and both felt they were 
appropriate. One noted the length of time had run over which alerted me to 
the need to maintain the interviewees’ focus to avoid tangential commentary 
as this was time consuming. 
 
Once the pilot study was completed, an email was sent to all HE members of 
staff asking for volunteers for an hour-long interview. Eleven people 
responded to this; time was scheduled via email communications and face-
to-face interviews were conducted over the following month. Interviewees 
came from different strata within the HEI; some were new to HE within the 
last twelve months, some had been lecturing for a number of years, several 
had come from industry, some had teaching experience, others had none 
prior to their current role. Some were programme leaders; others were 
lecturers with no management responsibilities.  
 
Smaller numbers of participants are common in IPA studies as the main 
concern is with the idiographic and claims made at a group level are 
developed more cautiously (Smith et al, 2009). Smith and Osborn (2003, p. 
54) report that, “IPA studies have been published with samples of one, four, 
nine, and fifteen”. Smaller sample sizes allow an in-depth analysis of each 
individual’s response (Eatough and Smith, 2008). A sample of thirteen is 
considered a larger sample for IPA. 
 
The particular campus was selected as it had a smaller HE faculty and the 
researcher was a member of the teaching team. This purposefully selected 
site (Cresswell, 2009; Smith et al, 2009) was appropriate for the methodology 
and enabled easy access to volunteers. It also created both a potential dual-
relationship between the researcher and her peers, and a power dynamic 
shift that accompanies insider research. These issues are considered in 
more detail in the ethics section. 
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Ethics 
 
A university ethics form was submitted prior to collecting any data. This was 
approved by the Head of Research on the campus where data would be 
collected and by the project supervisor. The British Educational Research 
Association’s (BERA, 2004) ethical guidelines were used to guide the 
research at all stages.  Consultation was sought through supervision if any 
ethical concerns arose. 
 
In recruiting for the project, I was transparent by openly explaining the 
purpose of the research (Gillham, 2005) and in what context the data was 
being collected. It was clearly explained that the research was for both a 
Teaching Informed by Research and STF project and a professional 
doctorate, and that the results would be used to make recommendations to 
senior management to facilitate change that would benefit HE lecturers (if 
these arose from the data). The possible pool of volunteers was thus given 
initial information upon which to reflect and decide to volunteer or not (Flick, 
2006). 
 
Initially, an email was sent around explaining the general theme of the 
research and that HE lecturers on at least a 0.5 (half-time) teaching contract 
were asked to volunteer for approximately an hour. Lecturers on combined 
FE and HE contracts were not included in the sample. Once each interview 
was scheduled, a detailed explanation of the aims and scope of the study 
was printed out for interviewees to read over. This gave them a clear 
understanding of the focus and tone of the interview and the opportunity to 
ask questions. Upon the completion of this process a formal informed 
consent form was signed (see appendix C). Interviewees were also asked if 
they would like to see a copy of the transcript once completed to check for 
accuracy. It was especially important to be transparent as this was insider 
research (Darra, 2008); the interviewees were colleagues and their trust in 
the methods and treatment of the data was vitally important. The clarity of the 
topic and the treatment of the disclosures were important to establish “the 
confidence and candour of the respondent” (Gillham, 2005, p. 51).  
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Figure 3 depicts the key elements of ethical consideration for the research 
process. The interviewees were not given the questions in advance as the 
goal was to have them come to the questions with their first reactions and 
also to not have time to ‘manage’ their responses or discuss the questions 
with colleagues. The data was stored safely; respondents were given codes 
instead of names on the electronic and hard copy transcript files according to 
the 1984 Data Protection Act. Hard copies were locked in a file cabinet. The 
recorded data was kept on two secure computer drives (password protected) 
and will be destroyed at the successful completion of the research process.  
 
 Figure 3: Ethical considerations for the research  
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Insider research 
 
Having considered the advantages and potential pitfalls of researching from 
within my own workplace, my status as an ‘insider’ was ultimately considered 
to be a benefit to the study. The positive aspects of the insider role included 
the easy access to lecturers, additional insight into the culture and a greater 
ease with the interviewees who were colleagues. It also offered “a greater 
understanding of the individual’s viewpoint or the organisational principles of 
(social) groups from a member’s perspective” (Flick, 2006, p. 119). The IPA 
researcher seeks to be able to grasp the perspective of an insider, both from 
observing what it is like to be in their shoes, but also to stand next to them, 
and query from a new perspective (Smith et al, 2009). However, some writers 
offer a cautionary note as in some cases, apprehension or “fear of passing 
on information and of negative sanctions by third parties for the people 
researched” (ibid, p.119) are concerns for the research participants. Negative 
aspects of insider research also include research participants having greater 
anxiety after the interview has been conducted; worrying about how they are 
represented in transcripts or on interview tapes (Darra, 2009; Twigg, 2005).  
 
Both the positive and negative aspects of insider research were present in 
the study, but the concerns that two participants had over feeling identifiable 
were due to them seeing the data in its raw form and they were worried that 
others may see this data. This stage of transcript review was for accuracy of 
representation of their interview responses only. Participants were assured 
that the data in this form would only be seen by the supervisor and external 
examiners and would not be bound into the final research project (see 
Transcripts on p. 70). 
 
It was interesting that during the interview process, there was one question 
(arguably the most controversial or evocative question, “do you think 
management values teaching?) where I perceived the participants were 
weighing up the confidentiality of the research process and how candid they 
felt they could be with me. They all did answer the question, but often after a 
long pause. The implications of this are discussed in the findings on p. 124. 
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Reflection 3 
 
I felt that the foundation I had laid with many of these staff members over the 
previous two years helped me to succeed in recruiting numbers. I was 
surprised to have thirteen willing volunteers (I thought I would struggle to get 
ten). I think the fact that I had been given a new role as STF (whereby I could 
initiate some institutional change) may have helped, but the positive working 
relationship I had with the majority of the staff was the key to the successful 
recruitment. The fact that I was a member of the teaching team was useful 
for developing a working relationship with the two new teaching staff whom I 
did not know well. It would be naïve to make the presumption that there was 
a completely equal standing and power, gender, age and experience had no 
effect on the interview interactions (Davies, 1999). However, the role of 
insider researcher was carefully considered in the research approach, with a 
reflexive stance taken to maintain openness and awareness of this.  
 
Transcripts 
 
The transcripts were rich with detail about the lecturers’ lives, struggles and 
insights. I wrestled with transcribing accurately in a way that participants 
remained unidentifiable without the loss of information. Module names were 
changed to Subject X, Y, Z, colleagues who were named were given a letter 
(e.g. lecturer A) but many anecdotes were so coloured by the person’s way 
of speaking and their experiences that true anonymity was hard to achieve. 
In discussions around this issue with my supervisor, a compromise was 
agreed upon. Participants saw their transcripts in a somewhat raw form, with 
basic names and subject and module titles being removed. They were, 
however, still identifiable in some cases due to the content and context 
revealed in their answers and the style of language used. At this point, 
interviewees were asked to review the transcripts solely for accuracy of 
representation. As mentioned previously, they were assured that the data in 
this form would only be seen by the supervisor and external examiner and 
would not be bound into the final research project. One person needed 
clarification that this raw data would not be used in great detail for 
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dissemination. The researcher explained via the email to all interviewees, 
and clarified again for this respondent that the disseminated parts of the 
interview would be fully anonymous and not linked to any subject area, 
module or individual. Additionally, an offer to email samples of slide shows 
for review prior to dissemination (e.g. for a campus- based conference) was 
made. This approach was agreeable to all interviewees. One participant 
requested the slides and was satisfied that anonymity had been maintained.  
 
Participants often made interesting comments once the tape recorder was 
switched off and were noted via field notes. The sensitivity of some of the 
questions that elicited answers revealing lack of support for staff, or negative 
views about management structure were of high ethical concern as the goals 
of the research clearly stated that one of the outcomes was to make 
recommendations to senior management. The protection of identity and the 
guarantee that the interview participants could not be identified from the 
information (Flick, 2006) was imperative.  
 
Reliability and validity of interview data 
 
Gillham (2005) states that “reliability and validity are positivist terms” (p. 6).  
Instead of reliability and validity, qualitative researchers often talk in terms of 
“credibility, transferability, and trustworthiness” (Golafshani, 2003, p. 600). 
The credibility in quantitative research is determined by the construction of 
the measuring instrument. In qualitative research “the researcher is the 
instrument" (Patton, 2002, p. 14) and the credibility of research ultimately 
depends on the effort and ability of the researcher (Golafshani, 2003). It is 
understood that the researcher makes an interpretive and subjective 
construction of what the interviewee has said regardless of the level of rigour, 
reflection and attention to detail in selecting evidence from the transcripts. 
Therefore, in this project, subjectivity and fore-structures of previous 
understanding are acknowledged and, as in all IPA research, were reflected 
upon, with the understanding that this is a cyclical process. Awareness of 
these was an important part of the methodology with the recognition that this, 
like Husserl’s idea of bracketing, can only ever be “partially achieved” (Smith 
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et al, 2009, p. 25). The trustworthiness of the analysis was enhanced by the 
inclusion of verbatim evidence that provides the reader with a method to 
assess the adequacy of the interpretive analysis offered (Smith, 1996; Turner 
Turner, Barlow and Ilbery, 2002). In IPA the active role of the researcher is 
inherent to the methodology with the acknowledgement that the audit 
process enables the final account produced to be recognised as a credible 
one, not necessarily the only credible one (Smith et al, 2009). 
 
In qualitative interviewing, the goal is not, of course, to gain answers on one 
occasion that replicate over time or from person to person, as they emerge 
from different circumstances (Holstein and Gubrium, 1995). Reliability 
procedures (or credibility and trustworthiness measures) were, however, 
implemented as suggested by Gibbs (2007). These included checking the 
transcripts for errors and ensuring that the analysis was linked closely to the 
words of the interviewees. Digital recording files captured each word, pause 
and intonation of interview data. Field notes, reflexive comments and 
summaries of transcripts were also made. Without recording the interviews, 
the reliance on field notes may have missed the exact wording of statements 
made by participants and the “apparently trivial but often crucial pauses and 
overlaps” (Silverman, 2004, p. 230) in the spoken dialogue. In listening to the 
participants’ interviews during the transcription process (which is not possible 
if one uses only interview notes), greater meaning and clarity was absorbed 
than had been possible in the interview process itself. Although the nuances 
of language are not commonly a focus of IPA (Shinebourne and Smith, 
2010), attention was paid to prolonged pauses and the use of metaphor. 
 
Validity (or dependability) checks were also incorporated into the research 
process. Validity is a strength of qualitative research (Cresswell, 2009) as it is 
based upon the measure by which the findings are an accurate reflection of 
the researcher and their participants (Cresswell and Miller, 2000). It is 
accepted that reality is changing and the data was reliable only for that 
particular time and for the particular sample of participants. Interestingly, 
when reviewing their transcript, participant nine (P9) stated, “If I was asked 
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the same questions now, they would probably be different”, a comment that 
speaks to the transitional and in-the-moment nature of the study.  
 
To enhance the validity of the study, established methods of good practice in 
qualitative research were adopted. This included having all participants check 
their transcripts for accuracy to establish respondent validation (Cresswell, 
2009). Due to the use of IPA as a guiding methodology, I also reflected upon 
my fore-structures and a cyclical approach was used to acknowledge 
preconceptions and assumptions. I acknowledged my background, gender, 
culture, history and experience within the context and process of the 
research (Reflection 2 on p. 61). Negative or discrepant information that ran 
counter to the themes was presented as this evidence of contradictory data 
provided realistic counterbalance (Smith et al, 2009). Prolonged time was 
spent in the field on a daily basis as the insider researcher angle enabled a 
truer sense of the working climate to be understood and probed. The data 
was audited by the project supervisor who reviewed it and asked questions at 
each stage of the study to enhance the validity of the process (Smith et al, 
2009). 
 
Due to my insider status, the ability for the project to be repeatable by 
another person with a different relationship to the staff members may be 
problematic. However, some qualitative researchers consider the replicability 
of results is not a concern for them (Glesne and Peshin, 1992 cited in 
Golafshani, 2003). Subjectivity is inherently part of the qualitative interview 
process and is embraced by phenomenologists. The world is seen to exist 
through the way it is experienced and interpreted by people and this includes 
those who research it (Denscombe, 2007). It was considered that sufficient 
steps had been taken to satisfy the question, “How can an inquirer persuade 
his or her audiences that the research findings of an inquiry are worth paying 
attention to?" (Lincoln and Guba, 2000, p. 290) and an appropriate level of 
“inquiry audit” (ibid, p. 317) was in place to enhance the dependability of the 
study. 
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Particularity v. generalisation 
 
Qualitative research is not designed to generalise findings to individuals or 
places outside of those under study (Gibbs, 2007). This is particularly true of 
IPA research with its small samples and idiographic approach. Making claims 
even across the group or participants is developed cautiously (Smith et al, 
2009). The strength of the research lies in its depth of description and theme 
development in the chosen context (Cresswell, 2009) and particularity rather 
than generalisability is the hallmark of this style of research (Smith et al, 
2009). Transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 2000; Denscombe, 2007) rather 
than generalisability is a term more commonly used in qualitative research to 
describe the relevance and applicability of findings. Transferability is 
accepted to be limited in this research as IPA remains focussed on the 
participants and context studied. An extension or transfer of understanding 
outside of this chosen group and setting can be completed by the reader of 
the study as they may be able to relate this to their “existing professional and 
experiential knowledge” (Smith et al, 2009, p. 4). Although this data is useful, 
important and worthwhile in its own right (Denscombe, 2007; Yardley, 2000), 
especially as it helps to inform professional practice and change within work 
settings that is part of the Ed.D philosophy, it is accepted that generalisability 
is limited due to the small sample, single campus focus and idiographic 
methodology chosen. The principles of assessing quality in qualitative 
research proposed by Yardley (2000) are considered to be met as the study 
extols sensitivity to context, commitment and rigour, transparency, 
coherence, impact and importance. 
 
Ethical issues arise when researchers attempt to make sense of, or interpret 
data arising from the voices of others (Clough and Nutbrown, 2002). The 
“faithful interpretation of what is heard, arising from radical listening which 
has the characteristics of honesty and integrity” (ibid, p. 82) is fundamentally 
important in this process. Although in this study the interviewees were able to 
review the transcripts, the power of interpretation and the “responsibility of 
authorship” (ibid, p. 83) remained with me and decisions had to be made 
regarding how to represent the oral responses in a written form. 
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Transcription: Issues of representing the voice in words 
 
The differences and contradictions between how we speak, and how we write 
(Standing, 1998) became apparent when transcription began. In the pilot 
interviews, I attempted to transcribe with every “erm”, “yeah” and “y’know” in 
place, which felt more representational of the experience, but somewhat 
uncomfortable as I was aware that we do not speak as we would wish to be 
represented on paper. Standing (1998) describes transcribing the recorded 
interviews as she heard them in her work. She notes there is: 
…a constant monologue or dialogue, with pauses, hesitation, 
both of us speaking at once, but with no formal sentence 
structure, commas, colons and full stops. We do not speak in 
grammatically correct sentences. We speak in a flowing, 
haphazard way. But to put the [women’s] voices in the written 
text this way looked “wrong”- it jarred against the complex 
sentence structure of my academic writing.  
 
(p. 190) 
 
Unlike Standing, I was not working with a group whose voices were 
potentially “inhibited” (Clough and Nutbrown, 2002, p. 71) by the power 
structures of society. Although I was working with lecturers on an academic 
project, their mode of speech was still different from the way they would 
represent their thoughts on paper. Like Standing (1998), I made a conscious 
decision to ‘tidy up’ the transcribed words of both the interviewees and 
myself. I felt that capturing some of the pauses and long hesitations was 
important as it could be indicative of weighing up a provocative question, may 
“foreshadow some difficulty” (Silverman, 2004, p. 163) or signal some caution 
about the issue at hand. I edited out the ‘ums, ahs, errs, you knows, yeahs’ 
and decided to denote a longer than normal pause with a “(pause)” and if it 
seemed an exceptionally long pause, I noted “(long pause)” as I felt these 
were important to help with the understanding of how comfortable and 
confident respondents felt in answering the questions. Unlike Standing 
(1998), I was not working with a un-empowered group. I did not edit out 
colourful colloquialisms or turns of phrase used, but I agreed with her 
statement that the: 
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…process of producing an academic piece of work demanded 
that I took [the interviewees] words and theorised from them, 
juxtaposing their language with that of the academy.  
 
(Standing, 1998, p.192) 
 
I did not feel comfortable representing my interviewees with all the 
authenticities of spoken language as, within this academic context, it felt like I 
would be doing my subjects a disservice and this would also detract from the 
real issues they raised in their answers. This decision resolved “the 
discomfort at the disjunction between spoken voices and written words” (ibid, 
p. 192). I also treated my spoken words to the same standard as the 
interviewees for parity. Also, in editing their transcriptions to better reflect 
written grammar, some of the identifiable characteristics of individual’s 
language were able to be somewhat more disguised, helping to protect 
anonymity which was a vital part of the agreement with the interviewees. 
Inaudible sections were noted with an “(?)” or “(indecipherable)”. 
 
Data analysis 
 
IPA research analysis involves an iterative and inductive cycle (Smith and 
Osborn, 2007; Smith et al, 2009: Langdridge, 2007) which is supported by 
the following steps: 
 
1. The close line-by-line analysis of the participants’ experiences. 
2. The identification of the emergent patterns (themes) within the 
interview transcripts, noting both the convergence and divergence 
(Eatough and Smith, 2008) within each single case and then 
subsequently across the cases. 
3. The development of a dialogue between the researcher, the data and 
the researchers’ knowledge of what the participants’ concerns might 
mean in the specific context. This leads to an interpretive account. 
4. The development of a structure or framework that helps to illustrate 
the relationship between the themes. 
5. Organisation of the material that allows the process to be traced. 
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6. Use of supervision, collaboration or audit to help test the 
interpretation’s plausibility. 
7. The development of a full narrative with detailed commentary on 
salient quotes which takes the reader theme by theme. 
8. Reflections on the researcher’s own perceptions and processes. 
(Smith et al, 2009) 
 
IPA shares stages with other qualitative analysis methods, with the notable 
focus on the interpretive accounts and the reflective processes by the 
researcher. In my analysis, I used the IPA process as a guiding framework, 
as Smith et al (2009) acknowledge that the steps involved are principles from 
which research is conducted can be flexible. 
 
Each transcript was initially listened to during transcription then read through 
to essentially get a ‘feel’ for the data (Corbin and Strauss, 2008), the direction 
of the responses and the overall tone of the participant. Transcripts were 
then re-read many times to identify interesting sections. The next stage 
included “initial noting” (Smith et al, 2009, p. 83). This included identifying 
salient quotes and other substantive statements (Gillham, 2005; Smith et al, 
2009). Comments were added to the left hand side of the margins. These 
included descriptive summary points, associations with the extant literature 
and some interpretative comments (Langdridge, 2007). Interpretative notes 
were then added e.g. commenting upon their use of language or the contexts 
of their concerns, or asking questions for further interpretation. A “concise 
and pithy” (Smith et al, 2009, p. 92) summary statement was then 
constructed for the participant, drawing out the key areas of meaning and 
concern for the participant and supporting textual excerpts. This helped to 
discern the areas that came to the forefront for the participant and reduced 
the data from the initial transcript to a summarised version. This process is 
part of the hermeneutic circle (Smith et al, 2009) as the researcher begins to 
interpret the key areas in this analytical process of re-organisation and 
prioritisation and the whole begins to be reflected in an interpreted part. 
Emergent themes were noted initially in the right hand margins of the 
transcript. These attempted to capture and reflect an understanding of what 
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was said and the interpretation of it (Smith et al, 2009). They were then 
transposed as a list under the summary statement and analysed to create 
clusters or independent themes (Langdridge, 2007). These initial super-
ordinate and subordinate themes (Smith et al, 2009) were identified, named 
and ordered. This was done for each participant’s transcript, maintaining the 
focus on them in particular, embracing the idiographic nature of IPA.  
 
The next stage involved looking across the summary statements and 
emergent themes across all the transcripts. This study had thirteen 
participants. Due to the larger sample size for an IPA study, the emergent 
themes for the group became the emphasis (Smith et al, 2009) with points 
illustrated by examples from the individual transcripts. Smith et al (2009) 
recommend identifying super-ordinate themes if they are represented by at 
least half of the participants in studies with larger samples. The process of 
charting and mapping how the themes fitted together began with two stages. 
Initially, a mind map was created that summarised all the themes listed in the 
summary statements. This gave an initial mode of reflecting on the data. 
Secondarily, all the themes from the summary papers were placed on a list, 
printed and cut up as suggested by Smith et al (2009) (see Illustration 1 on p. 
79). These were then organised using a large floor space which enabled 
further reflection and analysis. Smith and Osborn (2003) suggest that the 
researcher imagines a magnet drawing some of the themes together to help 
make sense of them. By doing this, some themes subsumed others, others 
were clearly distinct. Divergence and convergence within the themes were 
explored.  
 
Remaining open to new, unexpected themes in the data was important 
(Smith et al, 2009; Corbin and Strauss, 2008) and this willingness enabled 
me to think creatively and recognise more subtle concepts thus avoiding a 
simplistic, mechanical and descriptive approach. The interpretation of the 
words of the participants drove the themes. These were described by 
attempting to summarise this gestalt of collective feeling e.g. “initiation” or 
words of the participants were used e.g. “survival”. These themes, when 
encapsulated by a phrase used by the participants, are known as an invivo 
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Illustration 1: Mapping the themes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These large maps 
gave a sense of the 
most supported 
themes, those that 
subsumed others 
and the tensions 
that existed between 
the different themes.  
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theme (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). There were several stages involved in 
making the connections and patterns between themes (Smith et al, 2009):  
 
• Creating clusters of themes. 
• Noting polarization or opposite perspectives. 
• Attending to the contextualization i.e. the temporal, cultural and 
narrative themes as they frame participants’ understandings or critical 
incidents e.g. initial time in HE (stepping into a chasm), gaining 
confidence, adaptation and survival. 
• Numeration or the frequency themes were supported by the 
participants. 
• Function e.g. the interplay between the positives and negatives e.g. 
survival and tenacity. 
 
Finally, a revised mind map was produced that brought this process together 
which helped to create the master table of themes (see Table 2 on p. 83). 
 
The use of computer assisted qualitative data analysis software such as 
NVivo or the earlier NUD*IST (Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing 
Searching and Theorizing) was decided against. This was my first experience 
of immersion into qualitative methodology and I wanted to understand it fully 
with a total hands-on approach. I had the desire to experience the data fully 
and be part of every stage of the analysis process. The reports of the 
software’s tendency to fragment the data and lose elements which help to 
build contextual meaning (Gillham, 2005, p.147) were noted as a negative. I 
also wanted maximal “interpretive sensitivity” (Gillham, 2005, p. 147). Clarke 
(2009) recommends that manual coding can facilitate the development of 
intimacy with the data.  
 
In summary, the use of IPA as both a methodology and method 
(Shaw, 2012) fitted well with the research process and the aims of the 
study. It also aligned with my world-view and enabled the participants’ 
experiences to be captured in an effective and ethical way.  
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Chapter 3: Findings and Analysis 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the key findings from the transcribed interview data. 
The themes are presented with relevant quotations from participants and 
interpretive analysis is offered. The detailed discussion of the findings in 
reference to the extant literature is presented separately (as suggested by 
Smith et al, 2009) in Chapter Four, the discussion chapter. 
 
As mentioned in the methodology, the questions posed in the semi-structured 
interviews (see appendix B for interview guide) provided an initial framework 
for the themes that emerged. However, additional themes arose from the 
data via analysis and interpretation. A mapping process was conducted to 
explore the relationship between the concepts that emerged from the data 
and the classification process that occurred as part of the analysis. This 
helped to inform the final table of themes (see Table 2 on p. 83).This process 
of describing, classifying, analysing and interpreting how concepts connect 
can be seen as a circular process (see Figure 4 on p. 82). Reflection upon 
the original transcripts was ongoing and summary sheets and interpretive 
notes were made. This reflexive process is an inherent part of the IPA 
method.  
 
The themes are presented in an order that mirrors the experience of the new 
lecturer entering HE and follows them as they reflect upon the process of 
induction, immersion and acculturation. The reality of navigating the realm of 
teaching in the current HEI climate is then explored. The tensions of the 
systems and management in HE are also illustrated. The process was guided 
by the principles used by other IPA researchers. It was liberating to know that 
in qualitative research the process of analysis was not organised by an overly 
rigid set of procedures and rules (Strauss and Corbin, 2008; Smith et al, 
2009) and allowed for some flexibility and adaptation based on the 
researcher’s way of working and the context and design of the study (Smith 
and Osborn, 2003).  
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Figure 4: Analysis: A circular process  
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Table 2: Master table of themes 
 
1.  “Stepping into a chasm” 
 
• Lack of induction and mentoring 
• Lack of communication-working without a map 
• Vulnerability 
2. Confidence 
 
3. Survival 
 
• Resilience and tenacity 
• Challenge as enjoyable 
o Survival as achievement 
 
4. Teaching in HE  
 
• Lack of support for teaching 
o observation of practise 
• Relationships  
o peers 
o line manager 
o teaching and learning community 
• New demands on lecturers 
• Today’s HE student  
o student as consumer  
o lectures don’t work 
• Systems: “The tail wagging the dog” 
 
5. Management in HE 
 
• Invisible work 
• “Bums on seats” 
 84 
Theme 1: “Stepping into a chasm” 
 
In describing their first year of teaching in HE, the majority of participants 
alluded to it as an experience that can be interpreted as an initiation or a rite 
of passage. Language used to describe the initial experience of joining the 
HEI as a new member of staff was emotive, metaphorical and dramatic. It 
was described as an “indoctrination of fire” (P9), “like stepping into a chasm” 
(P12), “being parachuted in” (P3), a “culture shock” (P9), “a steep learning 
curve” (P7, P10), being “thrown in at the deep end” (P1), “thrown into” (P2), 
“sink or swim” (P6, P3) “a massive step change” (P12), “quite terrifying” (P3) 
and a “dramatic start” (P3). These images portray a sense of an intense 
challenge that mirrors survival-type training, with allusions to physical and 
mental peril. The metaphors also suggest a lack of support or developmental 
assistance. The lecturers reflected on this initial time candidly and some 
remembered their early years vividly, although for some these were far from 
recent. 
 
Lack of induction and mentoring 
 
The culture of HE is referred to as one where induction has always been bad 
(P8, P12) and that this is “normal, isn’t it?” (P12). Indeed, all but one (P5) of 
the lecturers commented on a lack of formal induction. Entering HE was 
described as being like “stepping into the unknown” (P12), a place where 
information is lacking and has to be self-sourced as part of the initiation. The 
tone of the respondents was interpreted to be one of weariness and 
frustration when recalling their initial weeks in HE and, in some cases, a 
sense of resignation or resentment was present. Two longer-standing 
lecturers considered newly hired lecturers now had a better introduction to 
the work compared to those recruited a number of years ago.  
In my opinion it's so much better structured for the new staff 
now than five or six years ago, basically I just learnt most of the 
things I've been doing on my own, asking questions whenever I 
needed and somebody gave me the structured information (P7). 
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One of these more established lecturers felt that to try to encapsulate the 
“chaos and complexity” (P2) of working in HE into an induction process was 
farcical: 
There was no such thing as a manual, you didn’t get given a 
ring binder and here’s the information you’ll need to navigate 
your way around the organisation so chaos and complexity 
theory are very important for me because if one assumes that 
life can be organised into a ring binder one is in for some pretty 
short sharp shocks...but that’s the experience of hindsight of 
course. 
 
P2 alludes to the inherent complications and systems involved in HE and the 
difference this working environment has to other places of work: 
I’d worked in a structured environment beforehand and it was 
kind of liberating to not have a manual for everything and I 
guess, higher education in my opinion at that time and probably 
still today wasn’t as prescriptive as other activities, it’s become 
more prescriptive as time has gone by…[it was] “now get on and 
do it”. It was “here’s what you have to teach see how you can 
convey that information to your willing suspects”. 
 
This highlights a sense of understanding of the nature of the work in HE that 
has developed from experience. It also reflects a level of appreciation of the 
freedom from prescription that is part of working in HE, although P2 states 
that this appears to be changing, with levels of prescription increasing in the 
current climate. The tension between freedom and control/prescription is 
inherent in this quote and is a feature of life within HE that is explored more 
in the freedom and control sub-ordinate theme within Management in HE 
(see p. 124). This “get on and do it” approach is echoed by a number of 
participants who felt that they had to “learn by doing” (P8). One lecturer 
noted: 
What I perceived to be a lack of support in the first week was 
quite terrifying; to sit there in academic counselling assisting 
students picking their courses without actually understanding 
what the courses were to their full extent, but more particularly 
the most frustrating element is the systems that go behind why 
those choices are made and how the students can change them 
at any time-you learnt on the job and it would have been better if 
there had been some sort of formal induction process 
particularly to the systems of work (P3). 
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P3’s exasperation with the lack of support is clear in this excerpt and the 
word “terrifying” depicts how extreme this was perceived to be. The systems 
involved in supporting students and lecturers were an area of great 
frustration in the majority of the academics interviewed. This is a sub-ordinate 
theme within Teaching in HE (see Systems: “the tail wagging the dog” on p. 
122).  
 
One participant was heard to have experienced an effective induction and 
mentoring process and was “very happy with it” (P5). P5 felt supported and 
was given appropriately timed information. P4 also reflected that coming in 
from a part-time associate role to a full time role helped as there were 
“gradual, incremental steps” in the induction process. These divergent voices 
are important in IPA work which does not only seek to explore 
commonalities. This highlights that in some areas of the HE culture, 
supportive practice was in place and was possible within the “chaos and 
complexity” (P2). 
 
Lack of communication: Working without a map 
 
The initial days, weeks and months in HE were described as being 
particularly difficult for eleven of the thirteen interviewees due to a lack of 
induction and clear information around the “systems of work” (P3) and 
expectations of the role of lecturer. This lack of direction was compared to 
“entering a barrel and being told to find a corner” (P3), alluding to not just the 
lack of information but a sense of futility and misdirection. P12 also describes 
the misinformation given and the difficulty in accessing support: 
…role A is challenging within the first semester without a doubt, 
not knowing where to go to for information for one thing, and 
when I did get information, finding conflicting information within 
the space of a couple of days. At the time my line manager, I 
would try calling, didn't get very far, I would send e-mails asking 
questions that were rarely answered, so I just got on with it the 
best I could. For a while I spent a lot of time searching through 
the University website which whoever put that together ought to 
be shot! 
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This sense of futile searching and lack of support was frustrating for the new 
lecturers and these quotes offer an insight into the level of exasperation that 
was felt as they searched for meaningful direction and clues to the roles they 
were filling. P6 describes the process of preparing for teaching; 
It's like working blindfold, you know, you're given your module 
and you are told “go away and teach this module”-there is no 
other information, it's like finding your way through-I think my 
colleague summed it up really well the other day, they said, “it's 
like fighting through a jungle to get to the Aztec ruins, the prize 
Aztec ruins; you get there to reach the treasure and then 
somebody gives you a bloody map afterwards!” 
 
P6 alludes to the struggle through a hostile environment to reach the 
“treasure” of information or understanding. The reference to feeling blind, 
groping towards the information is interpreted as a lack of competence and a 
struggle. There is also the sense that this is a trial, a test, as the “somebody” 
appears to be waiting to recognise this and reward the intrepid traveller with 
the prize they could have given them previously. There is perhaps a deeper 
recognition of the hierarchy of the “somebody” as a more seasoned 
academic or manager and a sense of this being an initiation rite for the new 
recruit. The inference that the “somebody” is withholding information willingly 
while observing another’s struggle suggests a menacing or neglectful 
overtone. P3 also alludes to a map metaphor: 
 
It may be a thin skin of armour, but at least you’d understand 
the context of what you’re doing rather than having to learn it in, 
without a map, here you’d have a map to take you from A to B- 
so this is what you need to do, this is where you want to do it 
and this is the context you need to work it through. If I could 
have this term again, it would be so much easier. 
 
The information (the map) appears to offer a sense of protection (see 
Vulnerability on p. 88) and efficiency. Access to the map would have helped 
P3 feel more armed for the first semester which was perceived to be a time 
when this extra “skin” was needed (P1 describes themselves as a “raw 
recruit” alluding to this lack of protection). The lack of information posed 
numerous challenges for the new lecturers and in some cases this was 
interpreted to create a sense of vulnerability. 
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Vulnerability 
 
Some participants reflected on the sense of vulnerability they felt as they 
started their new position. P1 describes the process of navigating the early 
months of working in HE as “feeling my way through”. This image of being in 
the dark, groping and grasping for information to help promote understanding 
and competence again depicts the vulnerability of the new lecturer. Eight of 
the participants had no formal teaching qualification, four had further 
education or vocational skills training in teaching or lecturing and one 
participant had a post-graduate teaching certificate. In the cases quoted 
below (P1, P2, P9), all were recruited the week before the start of teaching 
and had the additional pressure of learning the systems quickly. P1 
described themselves as a “raw recruit”, they had come in from a 
professional role in industry and now felt “fairly clueless” and “completely 
lost”. P9 described himself as the “new boy”; P3 saw themselves as a 
“newbie”:  
I think…some of the experiences that I’ll talk about are based 
around the fact that I’m a newbie, learning you know, the 
intimidation of the student body saying, “Can’t we have a hand-
in date later?” (P3)  
 
P3 mentions the students taking advantage of his newness to test the 
boundaries of the assignment deadline (see Today’s HE Students on p. 112). 
The sense of having less power or authority during this early time in HE is 
suggested. In light of IPA, the learning process for academics can be 
interpreted as a time of feeling exposed or weaker. P1 describes the 
relationship with their mentor as being helpful, but mentoring was a support 
system that still had gaps due to the new lecturer’s lack of discernment of 
information:  
Lecturer Y had never been a mentor before so it worked 
because I was a complete pest. I just kept saying, Lecturer Y 
how do you do this? Lecturer Y how do you do that? But 
obviously you still as a raw recruit you still need to know what 
questions to ask sometimes (P1). 
 
P9 offers the image of the “new boy”, but when probed to describe how this 
felt, he was unable to do so other than to remark that it was:  
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interesting, interesting, because it was almost surreal in many 
ways that I was the new boy but I wasn't, it was very different, 
very different, a very different way of looking at things. 
 
Throughout P9’s interview, there was an overall tendency to counter any 
negative remarks with a moderating statement. IPA is concerned with the 
idiographic and, we see in P9’s case, there is a hesitancy in willingness to 
offer candid, ‘gut reactions’ to the questions and a concern about potential 
repercussions if placing blame. This can be seen clearly in the following 
excerpt: 
…it was sort of an indoctrination of fire but that's through no 
fault of anybody, I'm not apportioning blame in anyway, 
because it was a question of, a week before, would you like to 
do it? (P9) 
 
Other participants felt more confident in stating the negative aspects of their 
experience, although one did wish to clarify at one point, “this is 
confidential?” (P4). This vulnerability appeared to be present as some 
participants revealed their experiences. Another lecturer boldly stated “I know 
this is going on record” (P2) before revealing some somewhat controversial 
comments, suggesting confidence and security in their role and in the 
research process. 
 
For P3, information was seen as being “a thin skin of armour”, which was 
interpreted to be a protective garment that could shield the lecturer in this 
time of being new to the culture and open to “intimidation” (P3) by both the 
students and, in terms of teaching performance, more seasoned colleagues. 
P3 preferred the support gained from working with another newer lecturer: 
If you’re next to somebody who’s been lecturing most of their, 
it’s different, you can feel quite intimidated, but here [co-
teaching with a fellow newcomer] you feel like an equal partner, 
you’re both in the dinghy, it’s sinking, you’ve got to sink or swim. 
 
This suggests a potential hierarchy of experience within HE, where new 
members of staff may feel hesitant to work alongside more seasoned 
academics. This may be particularly difficult for members of staff who have 
come to HE from other areas of industry (rather than those coming through 
the academic process after their undergraduate or postgraduate studies). In 
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their former professional roles they may have had an established level of 
competence and professional identity. To then be thrust into a world where 
they have less experience (i.e. in teaching) they feel nervous about their 
proficiency. Although this particular view was only clearly articulated by P3, 
others recommended the practice of team teaching in general as a way to 
boost confidence (see Confidence below). This may suggest that the 
teaching identity of the new lecturer may need nurturing. Nurturing, however, 
does not appear to be common within the ‘initiation’ process into HE. The 
early days of working in academia can be summarised as leaving the 
majority of new recruits feeling under-supported and vulnerable in the face of 
beginning a complex and demanding role. This appeared to be exacerbated 
by the student-facing aspect of teaching and the performance element of this. 
 
Theme 2: Confidence 
 
The new lecturers reported that during their initial semester or year, they 
experienced situations that both boosted and knocked their confidence. The 
initial difficulty in navigating a “new realm of work” (P1) was ameliorated by 
having an effective mentor (P1, P5), team teaching (P3, P6), observing 
others’ teach to benchmark their own teaching methods (P1), having a 
positive teaching review (P7) or having access to the university teacher 
training programme (UTTP) for networking and teaching discussions (P1, P3, 
P6, P7, P8). This community of practice based around teaching and learning 
was highly rated by participants who had accessed it: 
If I could have this term again, it would be so much easier, the 
confidence would be there because the information you did go 
and get from the UTTP people was great and reflective practice 
is natural, it happens naturally when you sit there and talk about 
it. One of the things that we were able to do on the course was 
experience team teaching which has been really good (P3). 
 
Confidence was interpreted to be linked not just with the ability to engage 
with a network of allies, but also with both personality and cultural factors. In 
response to a question asking how their teaching could be even better, P7 
replied:  
Be a bit more innovative; probably be more confident in terms 
of talking with students. I probably feel much easier to talk with 
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international students than British students-not all the British 
students are the same, but sometimes the British students I 
always find it really difficult to understand what they are 
actually thinking because the communication is a bit different, 
especially if they talk fast or mumble I find it hard to catch 
exactly what they're saying and if I have to go back and say 
“okay, what did you say?” I start to feel a bit incompetent 
about myself rather than blaming it on them not speaking 
properly-that's probably from my cultural background-so I don't 
know, confidence might help. 
 
This illustrates the complexities of working within HE for lecturers from 
different cultural backgrounds as the juxtaposition of confidence and cultural 
practices is highlighted. The domestic students’ power appears to 
overshadow P7’s personal communication style (see Today’s HE Students 
on p. 112 ). A tenuous grasp on authority is highlighted here, which alludes to 
the feeling of vulnerability that continues to remain present in even more 
seasoned lecturers like P7. Many lecturers leaned on their peers throughout 
the initial period in HE and this was a way to test out ideas and gain 
confidence (see Relationships: Peers on p. 105). 
 
Confidence was threatened by a poor induction process, a negative teaching 
review (P1), lack of exposure to external networks to gain ideas for teaching 
improvements (P7) and by lack of tenacity. P8 depicts the sense of fear in 
being new to teaching; 
Of course, it was a learning process, but I can't hide from you 
the fears, the internal, psychological fears that I had, “am I 
going to be good? Am I going to be at that level?”  
 
This was a common response with other participants sharing feelings of 
nervousness across a spectrum from “I was a little bit daunted by the 
prospect of teaching” (P4), expressing “anxiety of teaching” (P5), feeling 
“petrified” (P1) and stating, “do the students realise how scared I am as I’m 
stood here absolutely quaking in my boots?” (P6).  
 
Overall, the ‘initiation’ into HE was described as a “painful process” (P8), a 
“steep learning curve” (P7, P10) and “a challenge” (P10). Participants 
reported that their initial experiences had been “tough” (P7) or “very, very 
tough…I mean, I knew it was going to be tough, but I can honestly say that I 
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didn’t think it would be this tough” (P6). Their confidence was negatively 
affected by this process. This was especially true if participants had little or 
no teaching experience prior to their appointment (as was the case with P6, 
7, 8 and 10 quoted above). Without initial teacher training prior to 
commencing a lecturing post, and with a reported lack of preparation for 
teaching in the induction process (P6, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13), the prospect 
of facing students in the classroom created various levels of anxiety. This 
level of apprehension of teaching on top of the “terrifying” (P3) lack of 
information with induction creates an environment in which new lecturers 
may feel intimidated and vulnerable. However, they managed to navigate this 
initiation and “survived” (P6, P7, P8). An interpretation of this process 
suggests that the new academics are “shaped” (P8) by the process. 
However, this metaphor subtly suggests the lecturer’s development or 
moulding is something ‘done to’ the lecturer rather than being sought by the 
individual as a developmental step. This level of agency suggests an implicit 
power differential and a sense of benign neglect that contributes to the 
“painful process” (P8) of induction. The lecturer’s ability to withstand this 
process may be interpreted to be part of their adaptation and “survival” 
strategy that is explored in more detail below.  
 
Theme 3: Survival 
 
To survive the lack of formal induction received by many participants (P6, P8, 
P9, P10, P12, P13) and to understand the necessary systems, the majority of 
the HE lecturers reflected that when they were new to campus they had to be 
proactive, independent and find the relevant information themselves. 
 
Resilience and tenacity 
 
In describing their initial time in HE, one participant stated, “you have to learn 
fast and stand on your own feet first” (P8). P6 describes the process of trying 
to grasp and deliver the necessities as they navigate the complexities of 
lecturing in HE: 
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I'm giving them the very basics, I'm getting through the modules 
and I'm giving them what they need; there's so many other 
things that I would like to be doing that I haven't been able to 
implement yet just because I'm still finding my feet; I just feel for 
me it’s about survival this year, just getting through it and then 
over the summer I'm want to start thinking, “right, let's start 
doing that, let's take them there” where I've actually got time to 
plan better and add things in. 
 
The first year of survival is a recognised norm in HE as “your first year is 
similar for everybody, I think it’s just a case of just getting through it, surviving 
it” (P6).  However, this can take its toll on staff; “I’m grateful that I survived 
and I’m grateful that I learned but it impacted badly” (P8). This excerpt from 
P8 brings to light an interesting juxtaposition of gratitude and survival. P8 
appears to be alluding to a sense of tough love implicit in the system. The 
process has negative repercussions, but is potentially a necessary training 
ground for new academics that helps to test the skills needed for working 
within HE (see Survival as achievement on p. 96). 
 
Some participants’ survival was enhanced by being allocated an effective 
mentor, a colleague who was teamed up with them for their initial 
probationary year to answer informal questions about day-to-day operations 
and systems. This practice however, was inconsistent. Three participants 
reported that their mentors gave valuable feedback on their skills in 
mastering this new, complex culture (see Confidence on p. 90). This support 
from mentors was sometimes found to be “quite comforting” (P3), especially 
around teaching, which, as mentioned earlier, created levels of apprehension 
for many new lecturers. The word “comforting” is one that depicts a level of 
nurturance that is not well represented in the transcripts. One felt mentoring 
worked “reasonably well” (P1), another was extremely happy with the level of 
support received (P5). In contrast, several participants had no experience of 
having a mentor (P4, P6, P12, P13). They felt they were left on their own to 
seek the answers to the questions they had and relied on asking a variety of 
colleagues on an ad-hoc basis. One participant reported they felt they had 
been left to “find (their) own way…because there is no handholding here” 
(P6); another felt they had sought out information “on my own, asking 
questions whenever I needed and somebody gave me the information” (P7). 
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P11 mentioned they were “floundering around and getting information from 
colleagues…it was down to my own ferreting.” P4 describes the level of 
support is more a by trial and error or “suck it and see”. A level of tenacity, 
self-reliance, independence and resilience is implicit in these quotes, 
qualities that appear to be necessary ‘survival skills’ for working successfully 
within the “chaos and complexity” (P2) of the HE environment.  
 
Challenge as enjoyable 
 
From listening in detail to the participants’ experiences, half of the 
participants appeared to relish the challenge that the experience of working 
in HE provided. They commented that different aspects of the “chaos and 
complexity” of working in HE were “fun” (P2, P3) and “a challenge” (P2, P3, 
P10). P2, as a seasoned academic (arguably a “survivor”) stated that “I’m 
here because I enjoy working with people in this environment, it’s mad, it’s 
crazy…this was the challenge I wanted and I’ve certainly got it.” 
 
P10 similarly demonstrates the ‘glass is half full’ approach to contemplating 
their working life. This ability to be resilient and positive about challenge may 
also be a proclivity that academics need if they are to remain happy within 
this working climate: 
I love my job, I like what I do-maybe why I have been here the 
length of time that I have-constant challenges which I enjoy, 
new things to me to get my teeth into, it enables me to have 
contact with industry and interact, like working with students, 
meeting with different students, and still get to do the practical 
side-yes, there is a negative side but very rarely that feeling 
comes of “Oh God, I've got to go to work (P10). 
 
As a newer lecturer, P9 demonstrates an ability to turn initial nerves into a 
positive opportunity (again, P9’s tendency to have a positive turn for every 
negative is shown and perhaps is indicative of their natural resilience): 
…but in terms of the first time coming into the class it was 
very noticeable that I was very new to that, terrified almost; 
some of the students said to me, “were you a bit nervous?” 
This was about six weeks into the programme, “were you a bit 
nervous?” “well, yes”.  It was very obvious the first week, two 
or three weeks in it was perfectly fine, so in terms of that it 
was a challenge, it was good, it was very interesting (P9). 
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P3 also shows the propensity to embrace the “24/7” (P10) of working within 
education as they recall:  
I was up doing stuff last night, reading books and stuff, which is 
all preparation, you know, till 3 in the morning because it’s fun 
(P3). 
 
It can be interpreted that this propensity towards attributing positive 
attributes to the long hours, demands of the role and lack of thorough 
induction are key indicators of resilience and good fit for academics. 
 
Lecturers who had “survived” their first year in HE tended to look back on 
their difficult first experiences as an intensive learning opportunity reporting 
that there were both “good and bad” aspects of this time(P7); P8 reflected 
and concluded: 
 
Looking back, maybe I would have needed [an induction] but…I 
survived and I think the way I am now is very much informed 
through the way I learnt it. 
  
Three interviewees reflected on this in a positive way, alluding to this initial 
challenging period as being a potential asset in the process of becoming an 
academic. One stated, “it was exciting because I prefer being thrown into it” 
(P9). Upon reflection, those who emerge from their first year or two of the 
“chaos and complexity” (P2) of HE can be interpreted to have ‘earned their 
stripes’ and gained some of the skills needed to become a successful 
academic. This infers that surviving the dramatic process of the initial 
semester or year in academia is an accomplishment and an achievement 
that is worn like a badge of pride or medal of honour. 
 
Survival as achievement 
 
Survival in P7’s mind was a key element of accomplishment in their tenure 
within HE as a lecturer: 
I am enjoying…it’s exciting isn’t it, to deal with all the things and 
I am proud of myself to be surviving here really well-not that I 
have achieved anything significant-but I survived, so that's my 
achievement. 
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The pride in survival in this quote demonstrates the complexity of working in 
HE. The struggles that many new lecturers face as they enter the domain 
become elements to gauge success and achievement over time. This sense 
of triumph over adversity is apparent in this excerpt and supports the idea of 
the initiation into HE as being a way of promoting tenacity and skills that 
develop self-pride and a sense of accomplishment. 
 
Theme 4: Teaching in HE 
 
Teaching in 2008-9 was reflected on by the more seasoned academics as 
being different from the role they had when they joined the academic ranks 
even as recently as a decade ago. The most significant changes the more 
experienced academics (P2, P3, P10) noted were the change in the student 
body due to widening participation (see Today’s HE students on p. 112), the 
level of technology and the amount of administrative duties lecturers now 
faced (see Systems: “The tail wagging the dog” on p. 122). One area that 
continued to be “very bad” (P8) was the induction of new staff into their 
teaching roles which was perceived to be lacking in the majority of 
participants’ responses.  
 
Lack of support for teaching 
 
When reflecting upon their support structures for teaching, some lecturers 
reported that team teaching opportunities in their initial semester where they 
were paired with other newer staff (P3, P6) were enjoyable and helpful. 
Others who had no former teaching experience stated that they would have 
liked far more “practical support” (P1, P3, P6, P8) before teaching began. 
They often had to wait until they enrolled onto the university teacher training 
programme (UTTP) to feel connected to any formal forum to discuss 
teaching. P7 describes a sense of isolation in their teaching practise 
development due to the lack of opportunities to observe models of HE 
teaching in action: 
…so no one really taught me how to teach and that's  
probably just a challenging part of this job because you  
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can't see what other people are doing. 
 
Peer observation appeared to be sporadic in practice, although it was 
reportedly recommended as part of UTTP (P1). Of the thirteen participants, 
only one had successfully completed the training in this university-led format. 
Several participants had started the programme but had not completed for a 
variety of reasons including time pressures, logistical frustrations, lack of 
motivation and transportation issues. More experienced staff mentioned a 
formal observation process that was supposed to take place on an annual 
basis but this apparently did not occur consistently, leaving one participant 
with a sense of “there doesn’t seem to be an emphasis on observing 
practice” (P13). Another lecturer summarised that “I don’t get the sense that 
[peer review] works at all in this institution” (P2). Of the thirteen participants, 
four had received a formal observation with feedback. This lack of systematic 
observation as a feedback mechanism was seen by one participant as a 
weakness in the process of supporting teaching skill development which may 
potentially be inherent in HE institutions: 
I think with HE, there has never been that demand on good 
teaching-it’s not the emphasis-it is in FE, it is in schools 
because everything is measured, you’re graded on your 
teaching, you’re not [graded] here (P13). 
 
P13 valued the observation, measurement and grading of teaching present in 
other arenas of teaching and perceived the lack of the systemic observation 
of practice to be evidence of poor teaching support. Some participants had 
managers briefly visit their classroom (P7, P8, P9) but “didn’t get any specific 
feedback” (P9); others had never been observed or received feedback (P11, 
P12, P5). The interpretation of these findings suggests that teaching in HE 
was, in practice, a somewhat solitary experience with little benchmarking or 
review in place. The lecturers, many of whom had no prior teaching 
experience, were seemingly placed into classrooms to teach and support 
learning with little or no feedback on their performance other than that 
captured in student grades or via student evaluations. The lack of formal 
processes of reviewing teaching practice suggests that either the system is 
built upon trusting the lecturers to do their job competently or that the system, 
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as P13 suggests, is not built to support and develop teaching as a practise at 
all.  
 
The current practise of formal teaching reviews was seen to be problematic 
by many of the participants. Some revealed negative personal experiences or 
had “heard of some horror stories where you’ve got people who aren’t 
respected undertaking [peer observation]” (P13). One participant reported: 
It was an interesting experience as one of the people who peer 
reviewed me teaching has a very different way to me and, 
because it was very early on, I was almost devastated by the 
results of the peer review. I feel like maybe I’ve maybe made 
the wrong decision, if I’m so bad at this should I even be here? 
(P1).  
 
Observers and the person being observed can have differing viewpoints of a 
model of good practice which can create challenges as one participant 
highlighted, “I think some people’s perception of what they think should be 
done in a lesson is sometimes different that others” (P10). In fact, some of 
the staff reported that, despite teaching in HE, they were assessed using FE 
criteria. This apparent lack of distinction between college and university style 
teaching indicates a gap in the systems. The participants who had 
experience of both systems appreciated that FE lessons involve more 
prescription whilst the focus in HE was to encourage students to be 
independent learners. The tension created by potential mismatches of the 
reviewer and the person reviewed was highlighted yet overwhelmingly there 
was a sense of caution mixed with support regarding the usefulness of the 
process of peer observation. One lecturer described that it “has to have its 
place” (P4). Newer members of staff who had not received any feedback 
expressed an interest in being observed and being given developmental 
feedback: 
I think an evaluation from your peers on the effectiveness of 
your lecturing techniques…I want negative reinforcement-what 
did and didn’t work (P3). 
 
I would appreciate some sitting in and giving the feedback, a 
couple of varied people and see what they think to gauge 
feedback on my teaching style (P5). 
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Of the few who had experienced the formal observation process, two had 
found it beneficial to their professional practice. One mentioned that 
The formal (peer observation) was really, really useful for me, 
they gave me really constructive advice, they said that was 
good and this bit was weak and you could have done it this way, 
shame it didn’t happen again (P7). 
 
Another participant was able to glean affirmation of practice eventually after a 
mixed review: 
It was actually a good thing to have done at the end of the day 
because what it did was reinforce my belief in the way I teach 
(P1). 
 
The peer evaluation process that was currently in place appeared to have 
some aspects that were felt to be imperfect and these could potentially create 
a lack of confidence as highlighted by one participant who found a way to use 
this to a positive end and summarised: 
…I thought oh, actually, I’m alright, you know, I’m OK at this, I 
haven’t made the wrong decision, but it took a knock to make 
me really look at what I was doing and how I was doing it and 
having said that there were some very valid points made (P1). 
 
Both excerpts highlight P1’s ability to be resilient in the face of a negative 
situation. P1 was able to survive a “knock”, use it as a reflective opportunity 
and see some of the benefits in the situation. Their level of confidence and 
emerging strength of teaching persona and identity appear to progress in 
these excerpts.  
 
Observation via team teaching was mentioned by several participants as an 
effective way to support colleagues and receive feedback on teaching (P2, 
P3, P6, P9, P13): 
It’s nice seeing other people teach because often you may not 
teach in the same way and you might pick up, I think 
collaboration can be nice too, I team teach on one module and 
you have to accommodate their way of teaching and assessing 
and that’s quite a good learning process (P1). 
 
However, co-teaching was felt to have barriers in implementation: 
I think we should be doing more team teaching…because 
lecturers A and B would pick up on things that I was delivering 
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and critique them….I think [team teaching has] been ignored 
because of modularisation and shortage of resources (P2). 
 
The above suggests that although team teaching is seen as a valuable tool to 
develop lecturers, the systems and resources behind the teaching are 
insufficient to support them. This potential gap in the systems that support 
teaching is highlighted and suggests a level of frustration at the management 
structures that are seemingly working on an efficiency model (see 
Management in HE on p. 124). 
 
Observation of practise 
 
Finding time to observe others was noted to be a key barrier to the adoption 
of this practice on an informal basis. P10 surmised: 
…I’ve always thought that I’d like to go in and observe other 
people teach, never done it, never had the opportunity or the 
time. Yes, people say, “yes, come in and do it”, but it’s that 
rollercoaster of actually getting in there and sitting through a 
whole lesson and doing it, it would be a useful exercise to go 
and see someone, people who’ve got a bit more experience-it’s 
finding the time (P10). 
 
The metaphor of the rollercoaster suggests that P10 is somewhat powerless 
over the speed and chaotic nature of working life. The IPA method pays 
attention to the use of metaphor (Shineboune and Smith, 2010) as images 
can give expression to subjects that are emotive or difficult to describe. Time 
management is a typical barrier and the sense of conflicting priorities are 
evident in P10’s quotation. The recognition of the value of the activity 
appears to be overwhelmed by the intensity of the struggle with time. P10’s 
schedule and competing demands can be interpreted as being in control as, 
despite having an ongoing interest in the activity. P10 appears somewhat 
powerless to carve out an hour or two to achieve this. 
 
The majority of participants saw the benefit inherent in peer observation 
(either observing others or being observed by others) and expressed a 
cautious interest in the idea of expanding this as a professional practice. 
However, their reflections included concerns of bias (P1, P5, P7, P13) and 
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the fact that people may choose observers who they know and like, or who 
teach like them. Several felt the choice of observer was critical to the success 
of this practice and their ability to communicate as “you’ve got to have the 
right people“ (P13) and “you have to be very aware of who’s actually doing it 
in case there was a mismatch” (P1). P1 also stated: 
I think you should be able to choose yourself who you want to 
[peer review] you, obviously, you don’t want to make a laughing 
stock of the whole thing that it’s just you know, mates, “oh you 
do mine and I’ll do yours” kind of thing. There does need to be 
some formality involved, unless it’s done as an informal thing 
and it’s just, you know, between the person sitting there and 
they sit together at the end and they discuss without necessarily 
having a formalised document to complete (pause) I suppose 
that depends very much on how much you as a person want to 
better or inform or reinforce your teaching. 
Using peers to observe and review teaching was considered to be 
problematic. One participant stated, “I think it’s OK to observe practice but I 
don’t think peers feel comfortable actually making judgements on other 
people” (P13). The above excerpts suggest a tension in working with 
colleagues around developing teaching practise. The underlying 
acknowledgement of collegial support is demonstrated yet is interpreted as 
being less than ideal if one is reviewing teaching quality and performance. 
The sensitivity of the issue of observing and reviewing practice was also 
present and the careful consideration of the right person to take on the role of 
reviewer was a common concern. Teaching may be interpreted as a place 
where lecturers feel somewhat vulnerable and sensitive to judgment. 
In describing who the ideal observer would be, P13 considered that: 
…you need an academic, you need somebody who values 
teaching and who has experience, somebody who can get that 
point across without upsetting people, because you could be 
commenting on years of established practise.  
 
Another participant felt that an external non-peer would be preferable 
identifying the “ideal set up would be that there was something from Quality-a 
team” (P10). The idea of having “an objective opinion” (P5) was raised with 
the suggestion that an observer who is from a different department and 
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formally allocated to observe (P5). The observer’s sensitivity to staff who may 
lack confidence in their teaching skills was deemed to be critical:  
If I had someone come into a lecture or a tutorial group, I would 
rather it be someone that I am comfortable with, because 
otherwise it’s just going to add even more to the fear factor that 
is already in place (P6). 
 
P1 and P6 recognised that having regular reviews would add to the existing 
pressure felt in teaching; others welcomed the chance to gain objective 
developmental feedback (P3, P5). These four were all new lecturers with no 
previous teaching experience; this therefore suggests that there is variability 
in anxiety around evaluation. The two that expressed the most apprehension 
around evaluation were female which may warrant further study. 
 
P7, who had mentioned earlier that they had felt isolated by being unable to 
observe others, was concerned by the fact that “our line managers don’t see 
our teaching” and suggested this should be remedied by a regular review by 
their manager “because if it’s a colleague…there’s probably a bit of 
unconscious rivalry” (P7). This sense of competition between colleagues 
suggests a complex relationship amongst academic peers and one that P7 
does not seem to trust as being always the most supportive. The concern 
around this suggested competitive relationship with other academics also 
highlights the fragile nature of teaching identity and the concern around 
judgments by others (see Relationships: Peers on p. 105). P7 refers to a 
relationship based on respect for their line manager as they had previously 
observed and given them:  
really constructive advice…they said that was good, and this bit 
was weak and you could have done it in this way and this way 
and they also suggested that I could to maybe different types of 
things so that was really, really helpful, shame it didn't happen 
again. 
 
P10 felt that a line manager should not conduct teaching evaluations as it  
should be done by somebody who’s in the university, who’s 
not necessarily in a line management role…and I think it could 
be more supportive-you’ve got to make sure it’s the right 
person (P10). 
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The sensitivity around the observations being a form of annual review was 
highlighted. P1 stated that “with peer observation, when it’s formalised it’s 
almost taken as a form of assessment”. In regards to the frequency of 
observations, P1 commented:  
…I don’t know about every year because all it does then is, “Oh 
God, it’s that time of year again” and it puts pressure on people.   
 
The sense of being judged is apparent in this quote, with P1, who had 
wrestled with a teaching observation that was problematic and less than 
positive, being perhaps particularly apprehensive about its formal use. The 
need for supportive feedback from a skilled, objective and sensitive person 
came through many participants’ commentaries. As academics who are 
constantly in the position of judging others’ performances on potentially 
stressful tasks (i.e. their students’ assignments), it is interesting to reflect 
upon this discomfort with this switch of authority. The usually authoritative 
academic has to shift to a position of being the one who is judged or is in the 
less powerful role and it is apparent that this place of vulnerability is 
disconcerting to some. The undertone of not trusting or respecting the 
person’s judgement who would be commenting on the practice is evident in 
the caveats around finding the ‘right’ person to observe. The participants who 
were the most open to feedback on teaching were two new male members of 
staff, who appeared to be looking to gauge their initial teaching practice 
against a benchmark to help establish their sense of competency and 
confidence in their new role. 
 
In summary, the participants were in favour of peer observation with definite 
caveats as to its sensitive implementation (see Emerging Projects in the 
Dissemination and Impact chapter on p. 184).  
 
Relationships: Peers 
 
The majority of the participants commented favourably on their relationships 
with their peers. Co-workers were described as being supportive, especially 
when new members of staff were seeking help. Some participants had 
particularly positive relationships in the workplace; P2 commented, “It’s 
 104 
working with inspirational people that gives you the reason to be here.” P8 
stated that: 
We know each other outside these walls so they are friends and 
they are my pillars. So although I see people coming and going, 
those of the three pillars that I know that if I were to be in 
trouble, if I'll ever be in trouble, they would be there for me; they 
are my fathers and brothers. 
 
The image suggests the co-workers as reliable, strong, protective and trusted 
supporters. P8 also commented on the many hours of work shared with 
these colleagues: 
It was literally from year X to year Y, Z years of complete life 
donated to the University, fully. Bear in mind that what I said to 
you, they are my family at some point. At some point, the 
kidnapped developed this thing like the kidnapper, yes, I think 
I've got that [Stockholm] syndrome! They are also my family 
apart from jokes. 
 
This excerpt suggests an unhealthy attachment to colleagues in the 
reference to Stockholm Syndrome. This syndrome is used to describe people 
who, although fearful of death and continued abuse, may come to exhibit 
kindness to their abusers. It also relates to the sense of isolation from the 
outside world that is orchestrated to maintain a dependent relationship. P8 
says this in a joking way, but it suggests an element of insularity that occurs 
when work relationships become like family and feature strongly in outside 
lives and there is little boundary between work and home. It can also be 
interpreted to infer a sense of being powerless to the captor, with that captor 
being the HEI. 
 
P6 described the relationships with co-workers “made life more bearable”, 
suggesting that the work environment would be difficult to manage without 
this informal support that was described across the majority of the transcripts. 
Some, however described the relationships between groups of colleagues as 
being cliquey (P2), “insular” (P4, P2) and working in “silos” (P2, P9) with a 
sense of ego being present: 
I think the team that I’m primarily, have primarily been involved 
with (pause) is insular to the extreme in that each member of 
the staff seems to have their own little agenda instead of having 
an opportunity to share it’s like “this is mine, this is my territory, 
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this is what I’m doing” and I don’t know what that’s about but it 
can be quite uncomfortable. I think that it’s a, the university here 
is very cliquey, I think that there is social groups within the 
academic staff which I find, I wouldn’t say hard work to break 
into because I just don’t want to engage in that (P4). 
 
An element of isolation and ego-driven delineations are present in P4’s 
account. P7 described “the unconscious rivalry” and P5 recognised that in 
academia, there were lecturers who:  
tried to put themselves on a bit of a pedestal and there was a 
big distance there [between them and their students] and liked 
to especially in terms of the vocabulary that they used and their 
speech, it was all based around making them look very 
intellectual. 
 
The HE work environment was therefore depicted as offering both support 
and typical familial tension with undertones of trust and caution, competition 
and cooperation, power and support. 
 
Relationships: Line manager 
 
The relationship between lecturers and their immediate line managers 
appeared to be a pivotal one. It was a relationship that often was associated 
with “trust” (P2, P8) and support. P8 accepted a role in teaching based on the 
trust they felt in a lecturer/manager: 
How much can you understand the day before? You actually 
just have to perform something. I didn't actually have an idea 
when the undergraduate semester actually started and ended, 
or how many semesters for that matter, there were in a year in 
undergraduate studies. I didn't know anything about it, so there 
were a lot of questions marks. I think I did it because I trusted 
lecturer A [their line manager]. 
 
P2 suggested that: 
To me the most important thing about that aspect is the level of 
trust you have with your line manager in terms of skills, working 
to capacity, working to boundaries, you know, and pushing to 
certain boundaries as and when it’s deemed appropriate. 
 
Some participants appeared to have good access to their line manager but if 
the line management support was lacking, lecturers appeared to have far 
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more negative perceptions of their initial experiences in their role. For some, 
line managers were hard to access: 
At the time my line manager, I would try calling, didn't get very 
far, I would send e-mails asking questions that were rarely 
answered, so I just got on with it the best I could (P12). 
 
Line managers were perceived as being “way too busy” (P1) to be a mentor 
and some felt guilty “imposing” (P13) on them with questions. This led P13 to 
question the managements’ level of support for new staff. Divergent voices 
are important when using IPA due to its idiographic nature and P5 offered a 
contrasting view. They commented that they had good access to their line 
manager due to them being hired in the summer as there was adequate time 
to get settled in before teaching: 
Manager A’s really good especially for the first few weeks A was 
in contact with me almost every day to see how I was going on, 
to see if I had any questions always made time, to see how my 
week had gone generally (indecipherable) So it was structured 
time at first then regular frequent contact checking to see if 
everything was going alright, that I was fine, if I had any 
questions and it was really, really good, I was really happy with 
it. 
 
The close physical proximity of access to line manager support was 
mentioned by P7: 
Manager A…was very patient with me, so every time I have a 
question I just walk into their office. If I had any questions I’d just 
walk out of my office and around the corner and A’s there-its not 
like you have to go from building A to building B so it was much 
better in terms of that, and every time I ask questions, A was 
really patient, so A sort of mentored in their way.  
 
However, once the teaching term approached, this access appeared to 
lessen as line managers’ duties increased. The line manager helped to steer 
the newly hired lecturer, but could also potentially set them adrift if they were 
inaccessible. Colleagues stepped in to support in the managers’ absence, 
but without the line managers’ formal stamp on the induction process, the 
new staff perceived that official, recognisable support was not in place for 
them. This indicates the importance of the line manager in establishing a 
solid and formally recognised foundation of working practices for new 
members of staff. Co-workers appeared to function in a very important if 
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informal way to help new colleagues and also in the loose formation of a 
teaching and learning community. 
 
Relationships: Teaching and learning community 
 
A community in which teaching and learning issues were formally discussed 
appeared to be constructed informally via conversations between colleagues. 
The majority of participants felt they could and did discuss pedagogical 
issues with colleagues, however, three participants highlighted issues of 
isolation and lack of support. One commented that there was not enough 
time for pedagogical discussions “on a faculty level” (P8). The majority felt 
the peer support was informal, usually with office mates (P3, P9, P12), 
subject team members (P1, P5, P7, P9), line managers (P1), car-pool 
partners (P4), colleagues from other departments (P9, P10), or with family 
members or partners at home (P7, P8, P12). This informality and ad-hoc 
nature of pedagogical support led one lecturer to state that: 
…there aren’t enough opportunities, I’m not sure that any of us 
get enough opportunity to have an intellectual debate. We have 
an annual conference but it feels more ceremonial than 
pragmatic. Where’s the forum for this discussion about 
pedagogy? It’s got lost because we’re spending too much time 
fire-fighting; we’re spending too much time worrying about 
satisfying students (P2). 
 
Although most reported the pedagogical discussions occurred via an informal 
process, P3 noted that the issues discussed with office mates, the:  
…what worked and what didn’t work [were] not analysed using 
the terminology [and] a formal approach would benefit (P3). 
 
The two formal structures that were highlighted were an annual learning, 
teaching and assessment conference which some felt was useful (P8, P10) 
and the professional performance and development appraisal (P4). Other 
lecturers confirmed they felt they were less supported; one described: 
…it does feel a bit like solitude at the moment, the only time we 
get the opportunity to discuss openly is when we go to the 
UTTP sessions but I have enjoyed having that time and space 
to actually discuss. I find that you go to lunch and you have a 
few chats with colleagues, but it’s nothing really set aside and 
there should be time set aside to actually sit down and discuss 
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various things because it’s all about ideas sharing as well isn’t 
it? (P6) 
 
The academics who had engaged with the university teacher training 
programme (UTTP) found that one of the key factors gained from the 
programme was the networking with other lecturers or teachers (P1, P2, P7 
and P8). Conversations with colleagues were “quite stimulating” (P7) and 
“the sharing of ideas was superb” (P8). One participant used ideas from 
colleagues in other departments who had expertise in a variety of areas of 
teaching and learning and enthused:  
…I got to know people in department P so when we were 
looking at assessment; they’ve done an awful lot of work in that 
field. One of the students sent me work that they’d been 
carrying out, I wasn’t starting with a blank page, I had all their 
ideas that I could build on (P1). 
 
Conversely, one participant felt “by myself quite often” (P7) regarding issues 
of pedagogy. This sense of isolation also left another participant feeling 
“there’s no-one. I can talk to other people about it-I just don’t at the moment” 
(P13).  
 
The importance of the support network of peers, mentors, line managers and 
a pedagogical community appeared throughout the interviews. The majority 
of the lecturers suggested they would have benefitted from having greater 
access to one, several or all of these facets of support. The access to the 
UTTP was an issue that several interviewees raised as being a challenge 
due to geographical distance, difficulties with the bureaucracies involved in 
the system of enrolling or maintaining contact with the course and conflicting 
teaching timetables, but those who did access it appeared to step into a 
community of practise that they found useful as a forum to discuss the many 
aspects of teaching in HE and find potential allies in new colleagues from 
other departments. Without access to a supportive network, the “solitude” 
(P6) of the job was apparent. 
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New demands on lecturers 
 
The culture of “time poverty” (P2) was used to describe the world of today’s 
HE students and staff. Several staff members reported that achieving all the 
work within the parameters of a work week was difficult to achieve, especially 
for new teaching staff and those with leadership roles within their department 
in addition to their teaching remit. Others were attempting to produce 
research or were working on a part-time basis and trying to balance outside 
roles. One participant simply stated “we never have time” (P7). This time 
challenge was compounded by the fact that staff shared offices, finding it 
difficult to focus on the tasks at hand (P6, P9), were sometimes on 
understaffed teams (P6) and had an open door policy of office and hence a 
myriad of interruptions (P9, P8).  
 
The majority of interviewees struggled to find a balance and often their work 
load and their university commitments crept into their personal lives and left 
them feeling their work/family balance was negatively impacted. The 
weekend open days were mentioned as additional commitments (P4, P9, 
P10) and graduations to which family members could not attend were 
perceived by one participant as “an unnecessary domestic wedge” (P4). 
Another felt that their: 
…work family balance has been thrown completely out of the 
window. Work is just a priority now and I find that if I don’t do the 
things I need to I can’t sleep. I find myself working late to 
complete the workload, otherwise I can’t wind down-it’s horrible 
(P6). 
 
P8 described an earlier phase of their work life as being:  
 
…up until X date, it was my life, weekend was from Friday to 
coming back to Monday, the only hours I would have for a break 
was lunch, dinner and sleep-it was all university stuff. It was 
literally X years of life completely donated to the university (P8). 
 
Some lecturers recognised the teaching culture was not one of an easy work-
life balance; “Education is a pressurised job, you take it home with you” (P13) 
and “If you let it, it would be 24/7-you’ve got to constantly ‘do’” (P10). P7 
described both teaching and research as “quite a lot of emotional labour” 
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(P7). It appears that this spill-over of work into personal lives was an 
accepted part of the work as a lecturer. However, it was noted that “a lot of 
the staff just seem overstretched” (P6) and that for the “huge amount of work” 
(P6) there was insufficient people and “not enough support” (P6). P10 
experienced that “more is expected of an individual teacher-job role 
requirements just seem to continually stretch”. The multi-tasking nature of the 
work was recognised as:  
…you’re answering emails, you’re checking out your DPU, 
you’re also trying to finish marking, making your module 
handbooks, marking your independent studies, you’re doing a 
million and one things so in your head you have a lot of priorities 
(P8).  
 
Some had “a problem switching off” (P11) and wished “to have more of a 
work and home life balance” (P9). Participants noted that they found it 
particularly difficult to manage their time and resources if they were asked to 
teach classes that were outside their subject knowledge (P1, P2) or if they 
were given a module that had no resources from previous teachers (P6, 
P13). If lecturers had to “start from scratch” (P6) it added to stress levels. 
One participant reported that this situation put “a lot of pressure on [me], 
that’s been quite tough actually” (P13). Management duties such as 
programme leadership taken on by lecturers, especially newly hired ones, 
appeared to compound the work-family imbalances (P8, P9, P10, P12, P13). 
One staff member, who had no management duties, enjoyed the work that 
spilled into their time at home (see Challenge as enjoyable) and offered a 
contrasting voice: 
The ability to work at home doesn’t make it feel like work. I was 
up doing stuff last night, reading books and stuff, which is all 
preparation, you know, till three in the morning because it’s fun 
(P3). 
 
The variance is important in IPA as it highlights the ideographic i.e. particular 
voices can ring out of the group. The general tone of the interviews 
suggested that the initial year in post was accepted to have a negative effect 
on work-life balance due to all the preparation for teaching. However, when 
the work life continued to be “stretched” (P10) due to expanding demands 
after this first year, or because of poor resource management, the 
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acceptance of this by lecturers decreased. Management duties taken on by 
staff appeared to exacerbate this sense of being stretched in many 
directions. 
 
Additional expectations of the lecturers’ role were also perceived to 
negatively impact upon the efficient use of time. The use of technology 
enhanced learning systems was an area where staff felt under-supported and 
increasingly challenged. One felt that lecturers “are expected to have far 
higher technical skills now…and I’m not sure they are fully supported by the 
university” (P4) adding to the pressure felt by some to meet the demands of a 
technologically better prepared and more demanding student (see Today’s 
HE student on p. 112). Others felt that “we’ve become a slave to 
technology…we’re not using technology to inform good teaching” (P2) and 
that the platforms used for the students were not user-friendly (P2, P4). The 
use of the word “slave” in this context suggests a lack of lecturer control in 
this decision. In some rooms there was no internet access (P8) which 
impacted the use of more innovative slideshows. One lecturer felt they had 
“gone back five or six years because I haven’t got the technological 
equipment that I’m used to which is a shame” (P13). The fact that the lap 
tops and data processing units (DPUs) needed to be physically transported 
to classrooms was an obstacle for one lecturer who lamented, “You have to 
pick up your bloody DPU and you have to drag it, build it, it wastes time, it 
wastes intellect” (P8). The amount of emails received on a daily basis was 
mentioned by a number of interviewees (P2, P6, P8, P10) and one felt that 
“staff are spending all day tackling emails” (P2). Other areas of technology 
disruption added both frustration and time pressure to an already overloaded 
system in some cases. One academic reported that: 
…you can walk around five photocopiers and find that none of 
them work, you know, these things can …make or break your 
day if you’re already up against it and you have things you need 
to do quickly, it eats out your time and it just makes you 
frustrated (P6). 
 
In addition to these physical challenges and the sense of wasted time that 
technology created, it was also perceived to affect the very nature of the 
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academic culture. Technology was also seen to foster a “big brother“(P2) 
culture within HE where, for example statistics of which students access the 
electronic resources were checked. P3 challenged the electronic attendance 
system, “The register, it just seems to be against what I thought university 
was about”. This intonates that technology has supported a monitoring 
system that negates the individual’s “personal responsibility” (P3) to pursue 
higher learning in a more “laissez faire” (P3) environment that the lecturer 
reflected was present in the era when they were at university as a student. 
The change in university culture since interviewees were students 
themselves was investigated by asking academics for their perceptions of 
their current students i.e. those participating within the widening participation 
agenda in HE. Longer-serving staff were also asked to contrast these 
students to those in previous years. The intention was to explore the level of 
preparation academics felt they had to meet the demands of today’s 
students; to investigate the changing nature of the culture and to ascertain 
the level of stress this potential dichotomy may elicit. Two sub-ordinate 
themes arose within the super-ordinate theme of Today’s HE student namely 
Student as consumer (see below) and Lectures don’t work (see p. 118). 
 
Today’s HE student 
 
When asked to describe their current students, the overwhelming response 
from participants was that their abilities were varied (P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P8, 
P9, P10, P11, P12, P13). Some described their students as having a weak 
foundation of academic tools, “their basic skills, reading and writing type skills 
are poor,” (P10) and “many of them cannot string a sentence together, they 
are certainly in many cases innumerate” (P12). Others identified that “some 
of the students really weren’t up to what they were being asked to do” (P11) 
and “the concept of reading in its widest sense seems to be quite missing 
from some of the students” (P3). The diversity ranged from “some [being] 
absolutely brilliant and some shouldn’t be here, it’s as simple as that” (P12). 
This great variety in students was noted and also some reflected that this 
diversity had dramatically increased due to the widening participation (WP) 
agenda.  
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The WP agenda along with the characteristics of the present day 18-21 year 
old student and HE fee system creates a complex picture of HE culture and a 
variety of challenges for the modern day lecturer. In summarising the 
transcripts, the variety in the student body’s abilities was a key theme, but 
overall the perception was that the numbers of less ‘academic’ students 
appeared to have increased. Three participants reflected that they saw a 
positive connection between industry focus and student engagement noting 
that students who were focused on the job market or a career change tended 
to be more motivated to work hard (P2, P3, P13); P2’s quote summarises 
this: 
Students that are smart realise that employers aren’t looking for 
a first class honours; they’re looking for evidence that the 
student’s done something meaningful outside of the modular 
programme and actually demonstrated that they can do what’s 
on the certificate. In a class you’ve got ten per cent who are 
really going to fly, you’ve got thirty, forty per cent Generation Y 
that will do the bare minimum and there are another twenty to 
thirty per cent who are only really there because somebody told 
them to go and get an education.  
 
P2 also mentions that the latter group had “fallen foul of Tony Blair and the 
neoliberal agenda” (at the time of data collection Gordon Brown was Prime 
Minister after succeeding Tony Blair), an educational thrust that was 
apparently not one that P2 was in favour of. This perception that many 
students felt they “had been told to be there” (P12) was echoed in several 
interviews and alludes to the negative perceptions of the WP movement 
which also translates into a management push to get “bums on seats” (P5, 
P9, P12)-see “Bums on Seats” on p. 125. Those students who are “just here 
because they’ve got to be” (P1) were seen to be “the hardest to try and 
convert; some of them you can with enthusiasm tempered with knowledge” 
(P1). Others counterbalanced this by offering a contrast with stronger 
students. Some students:  
…are only in class because they have to be there [and] we 
always have a small number of students who are really, really 
keen and they can’t stop; they keep going back to the library 
(P7).  
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The majority reflected that the stronger students were of lesser number in a 
given class. P6 identified that a minority of the students were “dynamic, 
focused on what they want to do, they’ve got a real can-do attitude.” These 
were in contrast to “the middle portion who I call the C category-they kind of 
do it but there’s no creativity there” (P6). P7 clarified the link with the current 
student body being more pragmatic learners-“they are very practical people, 
not that academic.” However, one interviewee was disappointed to find that 
“the biggest thing I’ve noticed is that lack of spark with them” (P6). 
 
The generation of students who were in the 18-21 year old age group were 
termed “Generation Y” (P2) and were described as having a:  
…short attention span, used to an immediate response, used to 
an immediate answer, not used to reflection, not used to taking 
a traditional philosophical view on how problems and issues are 
presented; they only want to know what’s in an assessment 
now, they are only interested in obtaining a grade (P2). 
 
The tone of frustration is evident in P2 who appears to be somewhat 
resigned to the fact that: 
There’s no way I could engage them in any additional learning 
on the philosophical aspects of the work we’re doing because 
they are only interested in obtaining a grade and part of that’s 
down to modularisation, a remarkable lack of integration of 
modules so that students aren’t considering responses in one 
area and transferring their knowledge into other areas; they’re 
compartmentalising things, they’re putting them into boxes and 
when you ask them to reflect on a box which they’ve just closed 
they cannot (P2). 
 
The changes in student body due to the political agenda as well as the 
change in how HEIs offer their courses and the inferred lack of well planned 
curricula all appear to have led to a higher proportion of strategic learners, or 
as P2 reflects, that perhaps strategic learners have always been part of the 
student body but: 
My perception has changed that, students have no, well, 
everyone seems to suffer from time poverty and that’s just 
impacting on the way that students tackle projects. 
 
Time-poor students’ external work pressures added conflicts with their 
academic studies. Although lecturers highlighted the increasing need for 
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employability skills, work placements, industry knowledge or sandwich years, 
the demands that were created for students who did work (perhaps in not 
such relevant working arenas) were seen to have a strong negative effect on 
their ability to conduct independent study outside of their contact hours. 
Domestic students were perceived to be: 
…too busy working, paying their way, working off their tab at the 
pub. These international students are from families with 
backgrounds that mean that they don’t need to work once 
they’re over here; our own students are working on a checkout 
and keeping their student loan down (P4). 
 
The change in student’s perception of need and want was also highlighted; 
A hundred percent of my students are trying to hold down jobs 
as well as study, and they’re not just an hour a week, an 
evening a week or a Saturday; they are working a lot of hours, 
final year students that are working all night in clubs. I don’t 
know whether it is due to the shift in funding and I don’t know if 
it is to do with their lifestyle; they need labels, they need things 
of status, they are so easily stressed, so they have to go on 
holiday (P10). 
 
The changing face of the generation of students evident in P10’s excerpt 
highlights the increasing consumerism present in the undergraduate body 
and the sensibilities of students in HE. The demands on students’ time may 
be driven by consumer desires in addition to the basic financial needs that 
are traditionally associated with student life. This student as consumer trend 
was reflected across many of the interviews. 
 
Student as consumer 
 
One of the aggravating factors that P2 suggests can lead to students’ 
financial pressures is the HEI’s lack of transparency around hidden costs in 
an undergraduate education. P2 alludes to misleading ‘sales pitches’ to 
potential students and their families on open days: 
We’re not being honest with our students when we say tuition 
fees are ten grand for a degree. The real cost of getting a 
degree is about thirty thousand pounds and the students are 
finding out the hard way. As soon as they finish their two hours 
of contact with staff they are off out trying to recoup what they 
think they can recoup at £5.78 an hour…they’re not in the 
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learning centre, they’re certainly not opening up (electronic 
search engines) to do any work.  
 
The financial pressures students and their families were under led to many 
participants describing and inherent shift in HE culture whereby the student 
was perceived to be a demanding consumer. The climate appears to create a 
‘perfect storm’ for this i.e. the hidden costs that were not clearly 
communicated, placing more pressure on the students financially and as P10 
suggests, an increasing expectation of the service they receive in return. P10 
reflected that “some students don’t feel that it’s an issue how they speak to 
you, what they demand of you.”  
 
Participants reflected a shift in current student’s attitudes and behaviour with 
over half of the lecturers describing students as customers or consumers. 
These sentiments are encapsulated in descriptions of students being in HE 
“for a certain service” (P5) and who want “value for money” (P2). This mind-
set was proposed by some to lead to inherent problems and challenges as 
students “see themselves as customers and less a part of the university 
which is a shame” (P5). This disconnection with university societies, activities 
or study-related pursuits was perceived to be a rich part of undergraduate life 
that P5 felt was valuable in the shaping the students’ development outside of 
the classroom walls.  
 
Several participants felt that students were more demanding, quick to 
complain (P8, P10) and “very quick to question” (P10). This sense of 
entitlement or that “everything now is their right” (P10) filtered through many 
interviews. One participant noted that this attitude led to students having “a 
very flexible view about deadlines, they expect us to be flexible with delivery, 
flexible with assessment” (P2). The perceived position of increasing power of 
the student body is inferred in P2’s comment as the students are negotiating 
not only the style of curriculum delivery but also the deadline dates which can 
be seen as a firm boundary that they are willing to test. This negotiation 
around deadlines was described by one newer staff member as “intimidation 
of the student body” (P3). The lack of professional respect and incidents of 
hostility were noted by one participant who reported that students were 
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“happy to walk up to you…and hurl abuse at you and don’t see that as an 
issue; they see that as their right as they are paying” (P10). The changing 
nature of the students’ sense of entitlement is evident in this excerpt, with 
P10 perturbed by the aggressive nature of the students’ actions. This 
contrasts P9’s paternal affection for their first year students who are 
described as “my babies”, revealing a stance of caring which also carries 
patronising overtones. This parental overtone is revealed as being one with 
an authoritarian aspect as P9 also describes having to “sometimes come 
down on them hard or strict”. 
 
The power held by the students was demonstrated in how they related to 
working with the cumbersome technology. The student body (not just the 18-
21 year olds) were seen to possess “higher technical skills” (P4) which linked 
inherently with the fact that as a group they were “used to instant 
gratification” (P2) when using electronic resources. P2 reflected that if the 
technology was not fast enough or user-friendly enough, the students would 
refuse to use it and would “revolt with their feet” (P2). This idea of revolution 
infers a shift in power. In light of using IPA to interpret the findings, the 
university can be seen to be making efforts to embrace technology-enhanced 
learning approaches, but the systems are unwieldy and slow in comparison 
perhaps to the personal computer systems the students are used to, leading 
to the their disengagement. The disengagement suggested by their “revolt” 
then challenges the entire premise of using technology to enhance the 
learning process, leaving the academics potentially in a no-win situation; 
having increasing expectations to become adept themselves at using and 
teaching with the technology only to find the students disengaged precisely 
because of it.  
 
The emphasis on technology-enhanced learning was perceived to have a 
negative impact on students’ ability to engage “in a classroom situation” 
creating greater levels of passivity in those who had come to expect 
PowerPoint presentations and were lost without that “crutch” (P2). Students 
were felt to be “expecting PowerPoint...it means I can disengage from you” 
(P2) and had the attitude of “is that on Blackboard? Then I don’t need to take 
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notes” (P2). There appears to be a vicious cycle at work; the universities are 
attempting to use technology to support he students; the students use it as a 
way to disengage either by relying on it as a “crutch” or by “revolting with 
their feet”. 
 
The WP agenda led to one of the lecturers noting that “we’re going to end up 
with more students that have problems” (P2). P4 felt that “we seem to be 
attracting more students with learning support plans.” These students would 
represent a body of learners previously denied access to HE prior to the WP 
agenda, whether it be through physical, mental of emotional challenges. 
Although support services were in place for these students, a number of 
participants perceived that at times this system was abused. One lecturer 
reported that: 
I have a large percentage of students that have the support 
plans for various disabilities and are used continuously as 
excuses and reason, you know, justification as to why they don’t 
need to read, to which my argument is, you don’t study for a 
degree you read for a degree (P10). 
 
In light of the changing face of the student body due to the WP agenda, and 
the mixed abilities of the present day students, seven of the lecturers 
considered traditional teaching via lecture methods to be ineffective. 
Although these were supported by the systems such as timetabling and were 
the cultural expectation, the value of this approach was debated. 
 
Lectures don’t work 
 
The traditional format of the one hour lecture and one or two hour 
seminar/tutorial was questioned by the majority of the lecturers (P2, P6, P5, 
P9, P10, P11, P13). P2 encapsulates the collective sentiments in: 
The structure is very much about one hour of delivery and 
one hour of discussion, seminar, tutorial but I think that is 
slightly flawed in that student attention span is limited 
anyway so actually their real learning or that deep learning 
is that twenty minutes somewhere in the middle of those 
components.  
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Some lecturers had strong opinions against the lecture format if engagement 
of students was the key issue as the students “lose themselves in a class 
very easily and they switch off (P10, P9). Two lecturers stated that they 
“hated” the lecture format (P6, P13). 
 
The fact that some lecturers struggled or resisted the lecture format (P6, P10, 
P 9, P13) suggests that although there is a fundamental belief by some that 
this technique is counterproductive to learning, they still felt they need to 
deliver information in this manner. The confidence in negotiating this 
presumption appeared to be emerging from P6 who had extremely negative 
responses to lecturing: 
…it’s that the lecturing thing that I have a big problem with, it 
becomes something like “Oh my God, I’ve got to deliver this to 
these people in this format and I struggle with that. 
 
Their emerging sense of confidence in supporting pedagogy over systems 
(e.g. timetabling) is evident in their questioning and then challenge of this: 
…I don't know how set in stone, it is actually, I don't know 
whether I have to do a one-hour lecture and a one-hour tutorial 
or whether I can just do whatever I like anyway (laughter). I'm 
tempted to just try it to see if different activities work. The way I 
look at, it is that as long as I get across the point of that week's 
sessions, whatever way I deliver it, as long as they understand 
it, then I don't know, I probably need to check with my line 
manager whether I am allowed to do that, I don't know, I don't 
know how set in stone the whole thing is. I will be challenging it 
because they don't like it! 
 
The focus on student learning is also apparent in this excerpt. P6’s voice 
begins in a questioning mode, then moves to the desire to defer to higher 
authority, yet as they continue to reflect on the students’ needs and desires 
and the learning that is apparent when alternative approaches are used, their 
own personal authority and confidence appears to grow. Only one lecturer 
felt comfortable with the lecture format: 
I firmly believe there is a time for talk and chalk and that you 
separate the tutorial sessions…when I’m talking the talk, listen 
to me and then question it afterwards” (P12). 
 
However, the same interviewee described the lack of engagement within 
sessions, indicating a potential mismatch between method and results: 
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I see my students slouching out, you know, the back row, they 
are always the difficult ones to control; when I see them there 
slouching with their hoods pulled over their eyes and you think, 
“OK, fine, this is for you but never mind, I’ll try and engage you, 
see what happens” (P12). 
 
Participants reflected that students appeared to engage more outside of 
lecture time noting that learning occurs “in tutorial sessions” (P2) rather than 
in a classroom with a “talking head talking about something” (P2), leading to 
the conclusion that “I think the whole of the 2 hour block for the module 
should comprise of a good mix of learning styles” (P2) and “I don’t think 
lectures actually work” (P6).  
 
The use of the one hour lecture was felt to be an inadequate vehicle to 
promote student success with “learning, not teaching” (P2) being the key in 
education. It was felt to be a poor match for today’s HE students as:  
If they [the lecturers] are lecturing eight hours a week, they are 
not going to get firsts and 2.1’s except from exceptionally bright 
students who can work on their own because students have to 
be engaged (P13). 
 
The one hour lecture format had been challenged by some who had altered 
their teaching style to “draw them (students) in” (P11) and avoid the 
“formulaic” (P2) nature of the class structure. These strategies included 
having “more interactive sessions where students contribute” (P13), 
engaging with the assessment driven focus of the students (see Today’s HE 
student on p. 112): 
I have quite an interactive lecture where I go through and I ask 
their views and opinions, and then we will look at an academic 
model or some academic references, I constantly relate this to 
the assignment and to grading in different ways (P11). 
 
A variety of uses of technology were mentioned as ways to either increase 
the visual clarity of lecture material or in ways students could access material 
related to the course. These included using relevant visual images (P7, P8), 
embedding video links via the internet and websites (P7, P8, P9, P13) and 
“using wikis and blogs” (P9). Novel approaches were mentioned by some to 
aim to capture the imagination of the students such as finding images from 
easily accessible media sources (television news, popular programmes, 
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celebrities) (P7). Inspiration for pedagogy also came from television 
programmes (P8, P9) such as “Dragons’ Den style” presentations and “X-
factor” style mentoring (P9). This drive to make lessons more “fun” (P9) and 
contemporary (P3, P6, P7, P8, P11) was felt to be important for engaging the 
students in today’s HE classroom. Only one interviewee reflected on learning 
theory and its impact on choices employed in their classroom. The use of 
popular rather than theory-driven pedagogical tools was apparent in the 
interviews. 
 
Overall, it was felt that “teaching has changed” (P2) to meet the increasing 
demands of the new HE student. The power divide between students and 
academics appeared to have shifted, with more informal relationships 
between the two and the students being more of a consumer. This was 
shown to have both positive and negative aspects to it. Teacher-student 
relationships were described as “a very good working relationship” (P1) and 
“a more meaningful relationship” (P2). The maintenance of a “level of 
formality, a clear line in the sand” (P1) for professional boundaries was felt to 
be needed; others felt able to be both “strict” (P8, P9) and P8 could “build a 
trust relationship” with their students. The openness in communication with 
this new generation of students was highlighted as Generation Y students 
were reported to be “used to venting and telling us all about their problems” 
(P2).  
 
Students were seen to be more assessment-driven and in contrast to former 
eras of HE where pastoral support was given to students, today’s consumer 
student would only be motivated to meet with lecturers individually if “there’s 
an outcome that’s going to be measured or assessed” (P2) which detracted 
from some of broader philosophical debates present perhaps in former eras 
of HE. Another area of change in the new era of HE was the increasingly 
bureaucratic systems in which lecturers were expected to operate. 
 
 
 
 
 122 
Systems: “The tail wagging the dog” 
 
I had this rose-coloured spectacle view of what academics did 
and completely underestimated the level of paperwork and 
bureaucracy that’s involved (P1). 
 
All of the lecturers interviewed shared frustrations with the administrative 
systems at the university and felt the time they spent navigating unwieldy 
processes ate into time that would have been better used performing 
teaching–related tasks or research. More seasoned lecturers felt they had 
“far more administrative work than we ever used to” (P4) and a newer staff 
member (with management duties) reported that “most of my time is spent 
doing admin” (P9). The systems in place were described “like wading through 
treacle” (P6) suggesting a time-consuming struggle, and “seem to be at the 
centre of what we’re doing rather than the student” (P4). It was felt that a 
reduction in the administration load “would free me up to spend more time for 
preparing for things in the classroom” (P1). The adverse reactions to the 
finance systems in particular were strong: 
I have a big bug bear about our finance system-it’s very difficult 
to actually buy anything…I do feel that the emphasis is that we 
are trying to fiddle the system rather than we are actually buying 
things for the course, or for the students (P1). 
 
…everything (in the finance office) is just done in this particular 
way and not because it’s a better way, it’s the way it’s always 
been done and it’s so frustrating to actually come up against 
that when you’re trying to be as freed up for the student and the 
education side (P4). 
 
The paper trail that lecturers had to engage in for a variety of processes led 
to frustration with participants expressing “most of the things that bug me 
come back down to administration and chasing bits of paper around” (P1). 
One lecturer summarised that “our procedures for academic support are 
absolutely ponderous and unbelievably bureaucratic” (P2). Another 
questioned, “Why are we here at the end of the day? It’s about teaching and 
learning not about making sure you’ve filled the right form in” (P1). The 
mismatch of expectations about the fundamental core of an HEI’s business is 
evident in P1’s comment on the systems dominating the teaching culture or 
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the “tail wagging the dog”. The tension apparent in this metaphor highlights 
the lecturer’s perception of education and learning being the heart-beat of an 
HEI’s business, rather than a “system”. This tension did not appear to be 
easily reconciled in the lecturers’ narratives. One participant reported: 
I’ve had students say to me “when I ask you a question, 
fourteen people need to be involved to give a response; it’s 
mind numbing, we’ve got endless streams of people queuing up 
with endless pieces of paper (P2).  
 
The tone of exasperation and frustration was evident in all of the lecturers 
who described the systems in their interviews. P10 perceived the 
administrative processes to be an enemy as they described a constant “battle 
with the systems.” Academics appeared to resist and resent the multitude of 
inefficiencies in the systems. The inferred lack of trust in the academic staff 
when trying to support the learning process (see the second quote from P1 in 
this section) was evident and lecturers felt affronted as the time spent 
engaging with the systems detracted from the time spent developing effective 
teaching and learning opportunities. The perception that administrative tasks 
were overly bureaucratic and archaic and should not be the focus of the 
academics was apparent. The academics appeared somewhat insulted by 
the level of paper chasing they needed to do when they felt their focus should 
be clearly on the students and their teaching or research commitments. P11 
stated that “the systems can break you” and are often “the straw that breaks 
the donkey’s back”. P11 reported that the constant burden of unreasonable 
administrative tasks was one of the main reasons that they would leave their 
job. P12 alluded to maintenance of an unacceptable status quo and some of 
the punitive effects of challenging the systems which were perceived to be 
incongruent with the needs of graduate recruiters in industry:  
Very few people are willing to bang the table, if you like, “look, 
this isn't right, let's do something about it”, and now that I found 
very, very strange and very, very hard to take. I just kept 
stepping back, thinking, “well, I'll do my bit to the best of my 
ability.” I got slapped down at exam boards for being too harsh 
on assignments and exams found that like, but I'd just come 
back in from industry and I knew what industry needed and it 
wasn't just me, it was all my colleagues decrying the poor state 
of graduates, so I found it a very, at times demoralising, shall we 
say.  After about nine months to a year, I settled in quite well 
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and I just got on with what I had to do, rattled a few cages 
occasionally. 
 
P12’s excerpt reveals a variety of complexities-the divide between industry 
and academia in their expectations of student work, the systems that 
defended the academic process that needed to be learned not challenged 
and the tolerance that over time, once the territory was understood and the 
“settling in” had been successful, occasional challenges (rattling the cage or 
banging the table) appear to be tolerated by the HEI. This complex 
relationship with the management structures and processes in HE (beyond 
line manager level) and the climate in which lecturers work emerged as a rich 
and revealing theme. 
 
Management in HE 
 
When asked to reflect on whether the management in HE supported 
teaching, the most common initial response was that of an often long 
hesitation, a pregnant pause. The shared reticence was a powerful indicator 
of lack of confidence in answering the question or a level of discomfort as to 
the candour they felt able to reveal. Some needed clarification as to exactly 
who “management” was, but once this was established, the responses were 
mixed, with caution being expressed as to the emphasis that was given to 
supporting teaching amidst a variety of management priorities.  
 
Invisible work 
 
Some interviewees felt that their efforts largely went unnoticed by managers. 
One participant commented that “you feel like you are running into the wind 
sometimes, like you’re working really hard and you don’t always get the 
impression that it’s valued” (P1). Another felt that: 
Sometimes there’s not the appreciation for the pressure that 
some of the lecturers put themselves under because they are 
striving to be better at what they do (P5). 
 
This sense of lecturers being unacknowledged was noted by four 
interviewees. Their sentiments can be captured collectively by P8 and P11’s 
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statements that lecturers were the last to be consulted (P8), were not “always 
given the recognition that they need” (P8) and if they were appreciated in 
person, it was highly unusual (P11). Combined with the earlier references to 
the large amounts of invisible work and “emotional labour” (P7) that lecturers 
contributed, this appeared to have a negative effect on the interviewees. 
 
There was evidence to support a tension that existed between management, 
systems and teaching in HE. Power was also a part of this picture. 
Academics were interpreted as feeling disempowered at times and unable to 
challenge the system (see the ratting the cage quote by P12). P7 alludes to a 
level of surrender to this in navigating an ever-growing workload that took 
them away from the research they had hoped to conduct: 
I was suddenly dumped with “oh, you're the programme leader 
for these four different programmes now” so it changed 
everything, so that situation changed my perception of how 
much control I should be taking on in my life because I have to 
take whatever is dumped on me, so dealing with what's right in 
front of you had probably the higher priority than doing what I 
wanted to do but you know, I still enjoy doing all those things 
that I think I subconsciously gave up trying to take control over 
what I do here. 
 
This level of accepting the work had obviously helped P7. They 
acknowledged the continued enjoyment in their role but the repetition of the 
word “dumped” suggests that they may continue to feel taken advantage of 
by those in management. Disempowerment is clear in P7’s quote. 
 
“Bums on seats” 
 
One of the main areas that lecturers alluded to was the tension they saw 
between “quality versus quantity” in HE (P5). The managers were seen to be 
operating in a business model:  
I think they are very driven by numbers which, for a business 
[person], to me is no bad thing, certainly if I was running the 
campus here as a business, I would perhaps do it differently. 
There has to be a balance between academic integrity and the 
numbers, I don't think they've got it right (P12). 
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The resulting conflicts, such as the issue of getting “bums on seats” (P9, P5) 
and fostering excellence in teaching were seen to create some disparate 
tensions between those in teaching roles and those in management. The 
focus on supporting high quality learning environments with class sizes 
increasing beyond the scope of the resources available was problematic for 
most of the lecturers. There was a sense of helplessness around this drive 
for increasing numbers as this was out of the academics’ control. P2 referred 
to a sense of being gagged in revealing real issues at play at the HEI: 
In my mind the reality is the emperor’s new clothes if we don’t 
admit that we are fighting for survival in this environment, more 
so than ever before...there are sort of political issues that I still 
don’t understand what the resolution is, you know, we’ve kind of 
done that emperor’s new clothes thing, we’ve acknowledged it, 
we’re fighting hard to keep this going, keep this working and it’s 
a bit sad that we can’t really acknowledge that fight…the forum 
for this discussion about pedagogy-it’s got lost because we’re 
spending too much time fire fighting, we’re spending too much 
time worrying about satisfying students that are somewhat 
feeling underwhelmed by the opportunities that this campus has 
presented them. 
 
This sense of keeping quiet alludes to a control of message from the 
management; the lecturer reveals a “fight” to maintain a viable campus and 
that the teaching staff appeared to be complicit in the illusion that all is well. 
However, the lecturers were also involved in working hard to remedy the 
dissatisfaction in the student body that occurred as a result of the lack of 
transparency with the issues faced by operating on the campus discussed. 
This ongoing sense of a “fight” (for survival, credibility) and the “struggle” (to 
manage working hours, juggle multiple roles, conduct research) within HE 
were the two most common metaphors used in the transcripts. 
 
Summary: The culture of HE within the sample campus 
 
In summary, the culture of HE was depicted by the part- and full-time 
lecturers as being complex and difficult to navigate at first. Their initial 
experiences were dramatically described, with inconsistent induction and 
mentoring practices and an early reliance on colleagues for informal support. 
New “raw recruits” (P1) often felt poorly supported and some felt vulnerable 
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without access to the “armour” (P3) of the necessary information. This 
appeared to be amplified due to the student-facing aspects of the role. Some 
lecturers succeeded in establishing support networks. Others continued to 
feel isolated from a sense of community in which they could discuss their 
teaching. More formal mentoring that had been in place for some lecturers 
was perceived to be supportive overall. Confidence in new staff was 
threatened by having a poor induction, a negative teaching review and lack of 
access to supportive networks to gain ideas from. Lack of prior teaching 
experience exacerbated the anxiety of staff around their teaching. 
Confidence was boosted if new academics had an effective mentor, were 
involved in a peer learning network (such as the post graduate teaching 
course group), had supportive colleagues to discuss teaching with, were 
involved in team teaching or had opportunities to observe and be observed 
by other lecturers or managers.  
 
New academics survived by demonstrating resilience and tenacity, 
expressing that vital skills such as standing on their own feet (P8) were 
needed to overcome the difficulties experienced in the first year especially.  
The mentoring process was shown to be inconsistent although the 
participants who had an effective mentor found the relationship to be 
supportive and “comforting” (P3). Without a mentor, lecturers fell back on 
their self-reliance to navigate the demands of their new role which some 
found exhausting and stressful as “it impacted badly” (P8). The hard won 
skills learned independently did serve them well and some participants 
recognised the value of the tough learning process. Several participants 
described the myriad of challenges in their roles to be enjoyable and 
exhibited high levels of resilience to the potential stressors they encountered. 
The survival of the initiation into HE can be interpreted as new lecturers 
earning their stripes. 
 
The support for teaching was lacking and formal observation of teaching 
practice was inconsistent. Time was one barrier to staff observing other 
colleagues in their classrooms. Peer review was perceived to be problematic 
and the tensions within collegial relationships were highlighted. Co-workers 
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were seen as allies, friends, cliquey and with hidden rivalries. Lecturers 
sought out people at home or work to discuss their teaching with as no formal 
structures were in place other than the post graduate training course (UTTP) 
which only one participant had managed to complete.  
 
The lecturers animatedly described their students as being varied in abilities. 
Many of the interviewees had concluded that lectures were not the best tool 
for engaging the modern HE student, and they experimented with a variety of 
teaching tools. These lacked links to learning theory, which could be related 
to the dearth of formal prior teacher education of the lecturers. The majority 
of participants had no formal training in teaching and desired more practical 
support in their early weeks of teaching. The lecturers maintained their 
enthusiasm for teaching yet rather cautiously perceived that the levels of 
support for teaching by those in management were lacking. Administrative 
burdens appeared to weigh down or frustrate all participants. The staff 
appeared to be “overstretched” (P6) and found time management to be 
difficult due to the many tasks and demands placed upon them. Participants 
reported the workload affected their work/family balance. In contrast, the 
sense of freedom and personal autonomy was mentioned by several 
academics as a key benefit of working in HE.  
 
The students were described as being increasingly demanding consumers. 
Learning was seen to be strategic and students were clearly focussed on 
passing assessments. Time and financial pressures were described by 
lecturers as factors that affected the students’ abilities to fully engage in the 
learning opportunities. Students were also seen as being consumers who 
saw the lecturer and the university as a service provider. The additional 
challenges of working with increasing numbers of students with support 
plans, English as a second language and of lower academic ability were all 
found to add pressure on the lecturer’s time and expertise. The changing 
face of the HE student body led the majority of participants to question the 
value of the traditional one hour lecture as a vehicle for promoting learning, 
despite it being timetabled for all courses. More interactive teaching methods 
were experimented with by lecturers in an ad-hoc manner. 
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The participants struggled with the administrative systems of the university 
and complained of the “ponderous” (P2) bureaucracy and time-wasting 
paperwork and attitudes of the administrators. Tension was evident between 
the lecturers’ perception of what university should focus on (education) and 
the administrative system that appeared to drive the university processes and 
create hurdles for the lecturers. The participants also reported feeling that 
much of their work was invisible and unrecognised by the senior managers. 
They felt they did not get consulted with or appreciated. The tension between 
the management and the lecturing staff was evident in the description of 
“bums on seats” (P9, P5). The drive for increased student numbers that 
stretched the systems beyond their resources was problematic in the eyes of 
most of the interviewees. They also reported feeling helpless to change this 
as this was out of their control and their opinions were not sought out or 
heard. 
 
The language used to describe working in HE was rich in metaphorical 
expression, especially those around this environment being one in which 
there was an initiation period followed by an ongoing struggle or battle and a 
tension around control and autonomy. There were many areas that were 
identified that needed improving for lecturers to gain more support, especially 
in their first years of teaching. Work needed to be done to help them manage 
their time more effectively and to foster a stronger collaborative community to 
share ideas, support teaching practice, decrease isolation and promote 
reflection. Effective induction, access to a mentor, support from a strong 
pedagogical community and a clear system of valuing HE teaching from the 
organisation were all areas that were highlighted as aspects of the culture 
that needed greater attention.  
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Chapter 4: Discussion 
 
Introduction 
 
This chapter seeks to explore the themes that emerged from the findings 
(see Chapter 3) in reference to the extant literature. In doing so, research 
from the initial literature review was expanded as new connections to 
theories or models emerged via this analysis. At the conclusion of the 
chapter, the hermeneutic aspects of this phase of the research are reflected 
upon as recommended in IPA (Smith, 2004; Smith et al, 2009).  
 
This study marks a moment in time and therefore it is important to place it 
within the HE setting and at the juncture in which the data was collected. The 
study reflects the thoughts of a sample of lecturers in one teaching faculty at 
a single institution. It offers a phenomenological exploration which captures a 
snapshot of the local academic climate in a ‘new’ post-1992 university. The 
interviews were conducted during the 2008-2009 academic year. As 
previously discussed, this marked a time when the WP agenda (see p. 21 of 
literature review) was actively pursued, with UK universities seeking to 
increase the numbers of students from diverse educational and social 
backgrounds. On the campus in question, programmes being offered were 
still in their first few years of establishment on a new site with numbers of 
students and staff members steadily increasing. The HEI was also 
responding to the post-2006 HEA recommendations which outlined that all 
new staff members without teaching credentials should be offered a post- 
graduate level teaching course.  
 
Collecting data at a ‘new’ university adds to the emerging HE literature, an 
area that has become a research area of interest in the past ten to fifteen 
years (Abouserie, 1996) following the seminal interview-based work 
conducted with students, lecturers and professors in HE in 1991-1992 by 
Ainley (1994). Ainley’s work highlighted the increasing pressures on 
students, administrators and teaching staff in modern universities in the UK. 
It painted a complex picture of academia at a time when HEIs were 
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responding to the New Labour government’s targets for 30% of 18-21 year 
olds to be in HE by the year 2000. Universities were also initiating changes 
such as modularisation, semesterisation, increasing the use of technology in 
teaching and connecting education to employment.  
 
In his interviews, Ainley (1994) focussed on the “shop floor lecturer” (p. 84) 
as he felt they represented the real face of the HEI. My study also captures 
the voices of those on the “front-line” (Fanghanel, 2007, p. 16; Newton, 2002, 
p. 39) of teaching and builds upon Ainley’s work. My study aligns with the 
work on stress in academia (Blix et al, 1994; Boyd and Wylie, 1994; Fisher, 
1994; Abouserie, 1996; McInnes 2000; Kinman, 2001; Kinman and Jones, 
2003 and 2008; Winefield et al, 2003; Kinman et al, 2006; Gillespie et al, 
2001; Hogan et al, 2002; HEFCE, 2003b and Tytherleigh et al, 2005) as it 
explores lecturers’ work-life balance and perceived challenges they faced in 
their role. The main focus, however, was less targeted towards pinpointing 
lecturers’ occupational stress, but was in exploring the complex nature of 
working within HE at one campus, thus giving a rich, deep and contextual 
vein. This “complex web of socialisation patterns” (Barkhuizen, 2002, p. 95) 
was of interest as academics were asked to reflect on their experiences as a 
“new recruit” (Trowler and Knight, 1999a, p.179) to HE as well as on their 
current practice. Another area of interest was to explore, via using IPA, if 
academics needed additional support to work in the HE environment more 
successfully.   
 
The research method selected gave the HE lecturers’ voices and 
experiences greater exposure as their words are highlighted in the data and 
drive the recommendations (see p. 189). The use of IPA offered a novel lens 
as this methodology, although widely used in health settings (Biggerstaff, 
2007; Smith et al, 2009) has been limited in its application to educational 
arenas. Within HE, there is little evidence of its use (Creanor et al, 2008). To 
illustrate this, in a recent search using ‘interpretative phenomenological 
analysis’ as keywords for both abstract and title in one large data base 
(EBSCO), 147 articles were found, with six of these linking to educational 
settings (Burland and Davidson, 2002; Mayes and Crossan, 2007; Jungert, 
 132 
2008; Walker et al, 2008; Rees and Johnson, 2007; Doppler-Bourassa, 
Harkins and Mehta, 2008). When ‘interpretative phenomenological analysis’ 
and ‘higher education’ were used as key words, no articles were found using 
the same tool. Smith (2011) conducted a formal review of empirical IPA 
papers and found 293 studies within peer-reviewed papers. Of these, a mere 
four papers (1.4%) were in education. This study therefore adds to the 
emergent body of knowledge of IPA research within an educational setting. 
 
The participants who volunteered for my study enabled me to capture the 
lived experiences of lecturers across a range of ages and tenure in HE. In 
contrast, Archer (2008) interviewed academics aged thirty five or under. 
Archer’s (ibid) work was similar to mine as it highlighted lecturers’ voices but 
the academics in her study described their experiences working in a 
traditional research-focussed university. The campus in my study was part of 
a post-1992 HEI. Academics in ‘new’ universities may face different issues 
than those in ‘old’ or traditional universities; for example, longer established 
universities have a more deep-seated research tradition, whereas newer 
institutions may have lower research outputs. The university in my study had 
a low Research Assessment Exercise contribution (9%) at the time the 
interviews were conducted, compared to many older institutions that have 
approximately 30% academic staff actively engaged in research (Dexter and 
Seden, 2009). A relatively high number (56%) of new academic staff were 
recruited to the university in this study directly from industry or practice as 
opposed to a much lower 18% who came from positions within other HEIs 
(both traditional and post-1992) (Dexter and Seden, 2009). Due to the 
increasing ‘massification’ of HE, an increasing number of teaching staff in 
HEIs have backgrounds in industry which can lead to challenges as they 
adapt to their new role and working culture (Trowler and Knight, 1999a). This 
was the case with ten of the thirteen participants in my study. It is therefore 
unsurprising that the majority of the staff that I interviewed were somewhat 
inexperienced in teaching and additional support for them would have been 
ideal. My research aimed to be institution-specific to maximise the potential 
for making relevant changes, an important element of an Ed.D. 
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New lecturers’ experiences in HE 
 
The majority of the interviewees found the early weeks and months in HE to 
be a dramatic and overwhelming period. Their experiences were often 
coupled by emotional feelings of inadequacy, anxiety and frustration as they 
had to self-start many processes and rely on the informal assistance of 
peers. Initial experiences of new academics have been found to be important 
for the future of the individual’s career; their induction can impact upon their 
feelings as they cope with the complexities of their new role and can also 
have an empowering influence (Trowler and Knight, 1999b). Indeed over 
time, some of the participants in my study reflected on the benefits of being 
“thrown in the deep end” (P1):  
…looking back, maybe I would have needed [an induction] 
but…I survived and I think the way I am now is very much 
informed through the way I learnt it (P8). 
  
Induction processes in the UK have been negatively compared with those in 
North America (Trowler and Knight, 1999a). The research highlighting 
experiences of new academics in UK HEIs has indicated that induction 
processes mostly have been influenced by a corporatist perspective (ibid) 
and based around knowledge acquisition, but with no clear theory or 
evaluation (ibid; Trowler and Turner, 2002). It has been shown both 
historically and more recently that induction practices need development and 
re-evaluation (Trowler and Knight, 1999a; Trowler and Turner, 2002; Gravett 
and Petersen, 2007; Trowler and Knight, 1999b; Trowler and Knight, 2000). 
HEI inductions have not clearly articulated how to effectively navigate and 
learn the university or campus-specific socialisation practices which involve 
tacit knowledge, norms of appropriate behaviour and context-specific 
semantics and procedures (Trowler and Knight, 1999a; Trowler and Turner, 
2002). The results from my study support this as some of the interviewees 
struggled with understanding aspects of their roles. Upon interpreting the 
transcripts it was clear that, in some cases, assumptions were made about 
lecturers’ previous understanding or knowledge of HE and the language of 
their new job appeared to be in code. P3 was tripped up by the semantics of 
the systems for setting up modules on the intranet and stated, “it was 
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something to do with granularity-I’ve no idea what that means now!” and P7 
reported having little understanding about the British educational system 
when they were hired to take on a programme leader role “without knowing 
what an A-level was”. 
 
When language acts as a barrier and meaning is difficult to achieve, new 
staff can feel less included in a CoP and they remain as peripheral members 
(Lave and Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 2000, 2008). This slows down their ability 
to engage and become a more central part of the working environment (ibid). 
Conversely, the process of academic induction can present an opportunity to 
foster inclusion, support a sense of belonging and promote initial identity 
formation (See Modes of belonging for further discussion on p. 142). 
 
Myth versus reality 
 
One of the difficulties for new staff entering HE is that they may have an 
outdated view of the profession (Archer, 2008; Adams, 2000). With the 
changes in HE structures, there is “a growing disjuncture between new 
recruits to the academy and the work expected of them” (Trowler and Knight, 
1999a, p.179). Many new academics anticipate a role that does not align with 
the reality of the job and perpetuate the “myths of the academy” (Adams, 
2000, p.65). Two of the interviewees in my study demonstrated idealised 
views and anticipatory socialisation (Van Maanen, 1976: Rosch and Reich , 
1996) as they described their ‘rose coloured spectacles’ view of academic life 
prior to entering it (P1, P6) and the majority were shocked with the levels of 
administration and bureaucracy involved in their roles. P1 summarises the 
sentiment: 
I had this rose-coloured spectacle view of what academics did 
and completely underestimated the level of paperwork and 
bureaucracy that’s involved.  
 
Trowler and Knight (1999a) suggest the illusion of university life traditionally 
involves academics over-estimating their research role and under-estimating 
the amounts of teaching. In my study it was the level of administrative work 
that came as the surprise. My findings echo those of Gravett and Petersen 
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(2007) whose participants found their academic role to be more bureaucratic 
than expected with one stating, “I now find that I am administrator, not an 
academic, not a teacher and not a researcher-the stuff I wanted to do!” (ibid, 
p. 196). Another reported their “dismay” (ibid) at the constant running around 
after pieces of paper to meet with regulations. Administrative duties were 
found to be an ongoing strain in the staff interviewed by Ainley (1994) in two 
HEIs in the UK with time spent on paperwork exceeding a third of the working 
week.  
 
My results suggest that the life of a lecturer continues to be as highly 
administrative and bureaucratic fifteen years on from Ainley’s work and 
possibly even more so. P4 reported that academics currently do “far more 
administrative work than we ever used to” with negative consequences. It 
was an area of frustration and resentment by both new and more seasoned 
staff who felt that it detracted from the time and energy they would have 
preferred to spend on teaching and research related commitments. It was 
questioned: 
…why are we here at the end of the day? It’s about teaching 
and learning not about making sure you’ve filled the right form in 
(P1).  
 
The administrative bureaucracy was also considered to be exhausting, 
demoralising and had a negative effect on morale as it was described as “the 
straw that breaks the donkey’s back” (P11).  
 
A second myth abounds of the collegiality inherent in academia. One review 
of research focussed on life in academia concluded that “collegiality is not 
always as widespread as one might hope” (Ferman, 2002, p. 147). Dearlove 
(2002) described faculties without partnerships between academics and 
administrators as “warring departments” (p. 257). Gravett and Petersen’s 
(2007) interviews with lecturers suggested a competitive relationship existed 
within academic departments. P7’s comment describing “subconscious 
rivalry” between subject teams and P4’s perception of colleagues’ “agendas” 
highlights that this tension was present for some in my study. Conversely, 
other participants I interviewed perceived there to be more of a collegial than 
 136 
competitive relationship amongst peers. Several mentioned that peers were 
always there for support and assistance when needed. Relationships with 
colleagues have been reported to be the most satisfying aspect of an 
academic’s job (Lacy and Sheehan, 1997). Many of the lecturers I 
interviewed reported that their co-workers were very important for support, 
inspiration or to simply make the work “more bearable” (P6).  
 
However, an individualistic culture was also found as interviewees made 
reference to “silos” (P2, P4) or small groups being “insular to the extreme” 
(P4). Previous research has suggested that the “micropolitics” (Trowler and 
Knight, 1999b, p.29) present in various levels of the organisation add 
complexity to the induction process as new academics can interact with a 
variety of colleagues with differing and sometimes hidden agendas (ibid). It 
appears, therefore, that collegiality, competition and politics are all present 
and the sense of belonging and support differs from individual to individual. 
The level of support in induction did appear to offer academics an easier way 
into the community of peers, as those that commented more negatively on 
the collegial nature of the work all had poor induction and little or no 
mentoring. 
 
Mentoring 
 
Participants who had been paired with a mentor valued this relationship as 
an important part of the induction process. Mentoring has been found to be 
worthy of implementation (Matthias, 2005; Woodd, 2001; Trowler and Knight, 
1999b) but it cannot resolve all induction-related concerns (Knight and 
Trowler, 1999b). Gravett and Petersen (2007) interviewed lecturers and 
found they had experienced mixed success with mentoring relationships. 
Some of Gravett and Petersen’s academics gained great insight into their 
new role via the supportive tutelage of their mentor whereas those without a 
mentor felt isolated and had to find ways of working individualistically.  
  
The results of inconsistent mentoring practices in my study demonstrated 
that without a mentor, new academics learned informally from colleagues and 
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essentially inducted themselves into their role by adopting a self-help 
approach. This echoes earlier findings (Knight and Trowler, 1999b; Gravett 
and Petersen, 2007). One of the Gravett and Petersen’s participants stated:  
My experience in higher education is very different from what I 
expected…everybody seems to be so busy…it feels like an 
intrusion. Even though everybody says please ask…you don’t 
ask…because they seem to expect you to know. So I had to find 
my way, struggle to find out. You don’t know what you need to 
know….People seem to be functioning here more from a 
competitive framework. [There is] a lack of team spirit…people 
focussing on their own individual world…it lacks the kind of 
culture in which people work in a participative kind of way. 
(ibid, p.197) 
 
The voices of my participants revealed very similar sentiments as they also 
reported that managers and colleagues were “way too busy” (P1). P13 felt 
guilty “imposing” (P13) on people with questions. P11 had worked for the 
university in a different capacity prior to taking the teaching role and realised 
that assumptions were made about their level of knowledge of the systems 
and work practices. The individual struggles of the lecturers were evident in 
the results (see p. 93). This suggests that mentoring is a valuable part of 
inducting new staff and that any prior knowledge should be clearly 
ascertained to support new academics. P1 recommended that “everyone 
should have a mentor”. The mentor appeared to act as a bridge for the new 
academic into the community of practice. 
 
Mentors are often more senior academics who are tasked with explaining 
many aspects of the role that are often invisible and tacit. One of the many 
challenges they face is that the process of socialisation involves learning a 
form of knowledge which “like the ability to recognise a human face, can be 
learned but cannot explained” (Knight and Trowler, 1999a p. 183). As Polanyi 
(1983, p. 4) summarises, “We know more than we can tell”. Mentors with 
insufficient training may be unable to unravel the complexities of HE in terms 
accessible to newcomers. A phased mentoring approach has been 
suggested (Woodd, 2001), with clear training in place for academic mentors. 
This developmental mentoring system embraces three different roles: an 
induction mentor, a subject mentor and a career mentor who are phased in  
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as the new academic moves through their first years in post (see  
recommendations on p. 189). 
 
Survival 
 
Despite Gravett and Petersen’s (2007) study being based in a South African 
University, the images used by their participants were similar to the ones of 
survival described by the lecturers in the UK I interviewed. One lecturer in 
their study revealed: 
I found myself in deep water and if I didn’t learn to swim, I would 
have drowned….I think my survival skills and flexibility have 
given me the resilience to go on.  
(ibid, p. 197). 
 
My participants also referred to their survival as an achievement and this 
suggests that the immersion into an unsupportive environment, especially 
initially, is typical in HE. For some lecturers in Gravett and Petersen’s study 
their survival and tenacity came from actively creating their own links to 
helpful or strategic people. A similar strategy was used by P9 in my study 
who “made the time to introduce [themselves] to people and got to know the 
people.” Others did this more informally. As previously mentioned, this self-
help version of induction is not uncommon in academia (Trowler and Knight, 
1999b). The self-initiative of participants and a more positive outlook (which 
was particularly evident in the experiences of four of the lecturers in my 
study) indicates that they may have a stronger internal locus of control.  
 
An individual with an internal locus of control attributes outcomes to their own 
decisions and efforts as opposed to them being a result of the intervention of 
fate, god or others (Rotter 1954; 1966). Academics with a more internal locus 
of control have been shown to report lower levels of psychological distress 
and greater job satisfaction than those with a more external locus of control 
(Leung, Siu and Spector, 2000). Perry, Menee, Struthers et al (1996) found 
that academics with a stronger internal locus of control felt more able to 
manage the multitude of external pressures and demands faced in their 
workplaces compared to the lecturers with a stronger external locus of 
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control who felt they were more victims of the systems. This greater sense of 
personal control and a greater willingness to take the initiative (as displayed 
by four of the thirteen lecturers I interviewed) may contribute to their sense of 
self-efficacy. Greater self-efficacy has been found to reduce levels of burnout 
(Azeem and Nazeer, 2008) and stress (Fisher, 1994) in academics.  
 
Self-initiative was certainly present in the lecturers I interviewed who had to 
navigate aspects of induction by themselves and actively sought out 
information. When considering situated learning theory (Lave and Wenger, 
1991), this self-help style of induction indicates that the new academics were 
trying to establish a place for themselves, however peripheral that place 
might be, within the established working systems or CoP. Their “ferreting” 
(P11) and self-sourcing of information was evidence of their attempts to 
engage, participate and become involved with the existing community and 
unearth the tacit knowledge present in the working environment.  
 
Via the interrogation and interpretation of the transcripts, a common element 
of the concealed rules of engagement or the “systems of work” (P3) in both 
Gravett and Petersen’s data and my interview data became apparent. 
Gravett and Petersen’s (2007) participants reported feeling unclear about the 
expectations of the role, the rules, process and procedures which created a 
cycle of unproductive busyness where the lecturers ended up having their 
energy “misdirected”, or felt “lost and confused” like “a headless chicken” 
(ibid, p. 199). My participants felt similarly lost at times, with a sense of 
embarking on a journey “on my own” (P7), “without a map” (P3, P6), “working 
blindfold (P6)” or by “feeling [their] way through” (P1) (see pp. 86-87). They 
appeared to lack clear direction and guidance which again highlights the 
need for greater support for new academics. This is reflected in the literature 
within HE as Lucas and Murray (2002) reported that new academics 
expected and hoped for assistance and interaction from others in teaching, 
research and other job-related matters, but were disappointed by the lack of 
support.  
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In the language of situated learning theory, the university was not engaging 
with the new academic in a mutual way (Lave and Wenger, 1991) and the 
current practice was not being sufficiently shared. Without the mutual 
engagement, the new academics were prevented from being fully active 
participants in the community and this has been linked to difficulties in 
identity construction in relation to the context (Wenger, 2000). The lecturers’ 
level of participation in the community was kept as peripheral. Three lecturers 
appeared to be marginalised. One described the insular approach of their 
teams who were cliquey, territorial and with their own agendas (see pp. 104-
105) and who operated in small social groups that they felt excluded from. 
Another simply appeared isolated as they did not have “many people to 
discuss general ideas or talk to” (P7). A newer lecturer chose not to try to 
break into the informal groups of colleagues as they lacked confidence in 
talking with people they did not yet know. This feeling of isolation has been 
found in other studies on new academics (Trowler and Knight, 1999b; Lucas 
and Murray, 2002; Warhurst, 2008; Gourlay, 2011). Two longer serving staff I 
interviewed continued to feel they had insufficient communication to fully 
participate or belong to the CoP, thus suggesting that length of time in the job 
was less of a factor than the engagement in other socialisation practices 
embedded within the workplace.  
 
Poor induction and a lack of inclusion into the community of colleagues can 
leave academics feeling lonely, inadequately stimulated intellectually and 
some even began to question their career choice (Lucas and Murray, 2002). 
In a study by Enders and Teichler (1997), lecturers were asked to reflect 
upon whether they would choose to go into academia again in hindsight. 
British lecturers were less likely to choose this career again when compared 
with their European, North American or Japanese counterparts. Lacy and 
Sheehan (1997) reported that less than 50% of British academics were 
generally satisfied with their jobs and Rose (1999) studied job satisfaction 
across 143 occupations and placed university and polytechnic teaching 
professionals in the bottom 25%.  
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In the interviews I collected, no-one questioned their decision to join the 
academic ranks. The lecturers were, however, frustrated or resigned about 
the lack of support. There does appear to be a paradox in the literature about 
lecturers’ job satisfaction and their positive and negative perceptions of the 
job. Adams (2000) revealed that despite lack of time as a resource, poor 
consultation by university managers and growing erosion of autonomy, 
Australian lecturers continued to report satisfaction with their jobs and the 
drop-out rate was low. Kinman and Jones (2008) found that, although 
juggling many job demands and facing funding restrictions, British lecturers 
also continued to report a sense of satisfaction in their work. Adams (2000) 
summarised that the “managerial practices of the University are ‘flogging a 
willing horse’ (p. 77). My interviewees struggled with the balancing act of their 
working lives, but all reported a variety of positive aspects of the job. These 
included helping the students, working with their colleagues and enjoying the 
“chaos and complexity” (P2) of working in HE, thus supporting this paradox 
(Baron, 2000; Lacey and Sheehan, 1997). The majority were able to find 
satisfaction in their work and overcame the hassles, challenges and 
frustrations present.  
 
The newer lecturers in my study were focussed on the “complex web of 
social relationships” (Barkhuizen, 2002, p.95) as they concurrently learned 
the processes and routines of the workplace. Understanding these together 
has been reported to help new staff find some kind of “equilibrium” (ibid p. 
95). The cultural practices to be absorbed by new staff were complicated and 
linked to a “local process of reality construction and transmission” rendering 
the organisation “intensely dialogically complex” (Trowler and Turner, 2002, 
p. 229). The lecturers I interviewed navigated the territory in different ways; 
some found allies in their colleagues, line managers or fellow newly hired 
academics, others appeared to be more peripheral and worked by 
themselves. Trowler and Knight (1999b) noted that the very freedom in 
academia that new lecturers welcomed also worried them as they easily 
became isolated and uncertain about their role and duties.  
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Freedom was perceived to be restrained or guided by the rules of the 
organisation (e.g. “I still have that free rein to do what I see fit, obviously as 
long as it's within the guidelines” (P9)) and the level of prescription was seen 
to be increasing. The level of personal freedom within the role was therefore 
a complex one, with some lecturers questioning how “set in stone” (P6) the 
systems were or exploring ways to work around them: 
Technically I went off myself as the assignment brief didn’t 
actually ask for that it asked for something different and I had to 
kind of do a bit of jiggery pokery to make it work but it was such 
a golden opportunity that am I going to turn around to 
organisation Q and say nah, sorry our students can’t help you 
because the module spec says this and then brought out some 
fabricated academic example instead of something that’s real 
world (P1). 
 
The confidence of this lecturer to pursue their pedagogical goals within ‘the 
spirit’ rather than ‘the letter’ of the law of academic processes shows that 
they have made significant progress into establishing themselves within the 
CoP in academia. They have moved to a place where they are challenging 
the status quo. P1 demonstrates that they are using their imagination to 
foster a better learning environment. This is an element that is discussed 
within Wenger’s model of modes of belonging (Wenger, 2000). 
 
Modes of belonging 
 
Theories around CoPs (Lave and Wenger, 1991) and modes of belonging 
(Wenger, 2000) can offer insight into understanding the process that 
academics engage with when they teach in HE. The lecturers I interviewed 
displayed a complex relationship to the institutional practices and the CoPs 
within the HEI. Their identities were being shaped by their experiences as 
they came to make sense of their work culture and their place within it 
(Wenger, 2000, 2008). Wenger proposed three modes of belonging (ibid, see 
Figure 5 on p. 143). These modes, engagement, alignment, and imagination, 
were present in the participants to differing degrees. 
 
Engagement entails the active involvement of the individual in the negotiation 
of meaning-making. Imagination involves making connections from previous 
 143 
experiences, present worlds and future possibilities. Alignment involves the 
coordination of activities to fit within the bigger picture of the organisation or 
the sector (ibid). The combination of sustained practices in all three of these 
modes is essential for a strong CoP to be built (ibid).  
 
Figure 5: Modes of belonging (Wenger, 2000).  
 
 
 
 
Engagement 
 
The lecturers interviewed initially communicated with mentors, managers and 
colleagues and then began the process of sharing information and building 
community. They were investing themselves both in the work to be done and 
the relationships with those in the workplace. This involved mutual 
engagement with others, which was mixed. Some lecturers found this mutual 
engagement forthcoming, others had no allocated mentor, found line 
managers were inaccessible, too busy or non-responsive and had to find 
information for themselves. The interpersonal relationships with colleagues, 
fellow UTTP participants and mentors enabled staff to gain access to the 
“tools, language, documents” (Wenger, 2000, p. 184) necessary for them to 
work in HE; when this had to be self-sourced, the information was found 
eventually, but the lack of access or lack of ease of access appeared to slow 
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down the learning process and the lecturers’ satisfaction with it. It is not 
apparent within the transcripts that the omission of good support stemmed 
from dynamics of power (Huzzard, 2004), but rather the prospective mentors 
or line managers in charge of induction were over-burdened and unable to 
prioritise time for working with the new members of staff. In situations where 
support was lacking, Wenger (2000) suggests that the formation of identity 
can be disrupted, a sense of competence can be undermined and a person’s 
sense of core membership within an established community of practice 
thwarted. Additional support from both line managers and colleagues has 
also been shown to reduce emotional exhaustion and dissatisfaction in 
academic staff (Hetty van Emmerik, 2002). Wenger (2000) proposed that 
when supported, new staff can experience accelerated learning, acceptance 
into the community and this process can be fulfilling and enjoyable. To build 
a stronger community of practice in the sample HEI, it would appear that a 
more clearly supported induction and mentoring process was needed to 
promote the mode of engagement. 
 
Imagination 
 
Imagination or the ability to step back and explore, take risks and make novel 
connections was evident in the majority of the lecturers. The creative 
teaching methods used by some of the lecturers demonstrated the 
generation of new ideas and a risk-taking attitude in piloting these in the 
classroom. P2 explored new research connections outside the faculty which 
they mentioned was unusual and questioned:  
…we still work very much as very insular little teams and we 
need to work across boundaries, classic example is working 
with somebody in the [B] school on a project, you know, almost 
unheard of, why are you working with someone in the [B] 
school?  
 
As previously mentioned, P1 did some “jiggery pokery” to enable a stale 
assessment to become a real-life scenario with an external agency. P7 
explained how maintaining an insular focus was not creative and they 
yearned for more external contact to gain exposure to new ways of doing  
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things:  
Sometimes I feel, maybe I've been here in just one place for too 
long and sometimes I'm really stuck but at the same time, if I go 
to an external conference and that type of thing, it's really, really 
good.  
 
The UTTP offered a new CoP for those who attended and gave new insight 
into teaching or assessment that lecturers found helpful. Wenger (2000) 
describes the work of imagination as requiring tools that help people see 
patterns that are not available simply by local engagement; these maps, 
stories or simulations tap the creative processes. Interestingly, this metaphor 
of a map (see pp. 86-87) was described as a missing piece for two new 
lecturers who could be interpreted as needing a link to the existing patterns in 
play within the workplace for their imagination to take flight. The majority of 
the lecturers did display imagination. Their reflections demonstrated how they 
created interesting learning environments for their students based mostly on 
their tacit knowledge; their creative experiments with new teaching methods 
were all imagination-rich activities.  
 
Alignment 
 
Alignment involves directing coordinated perspectives and actions towards a 
common, broader purpose (Wenger, 2000). It may include finding a sense of 
common ground with others by convincing, inspiring or uniting them, possibly 
voicing opinions with authority and power or challenging boundaries. This 
level of belonging was less represented in the lecturers I interviewed. The 
newer staff appeared to be most focussed on the modes of engagement and 
imagination. Some challenges to or negotiating of boundaries was, however, 
emerging. P6, a new lecturer demonstrates a growing confidence in tackling 
problematic practises (see p. 119) as they question how “set in stone” the 
lecture format is as neither they nor their students enjoyed this traditional 
teaching and learning environment.  
 
As a more seasoned lecturer, P2 appears unafraid to take on challenges and 
states, “being a slightly older staff member, when I think of what’s really 
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important in life is sometimes standing up for things”. P12 reflected on a 
previous job in HE where they learned the appropriate ways of challenging 
the status quo by rattling cages on occasion (see pp. 123-124). Stories of 
challenging the boundaries or uniting to create work within a broader 
perspective (beyond the local practices of teaching) were less represented 
overall in the transcripts. P2’s description of the HEI’s fight for survival as 
being like the emperor’s new clothes (see p. 126) suggests the muted voice 
of lecturers, which directly contrasts their previous statement about feeling 
empowered to stand up for what they believe.  
 
In light of Wenger’s (2000) suggestion that the combination of practices in the 
modes of engagement, imagination and alignment become the foundation for 
a strong learning community, the findings from my study suggest that, the 
CoP at the sample campus was still somewhat weak. Examples of alignment 
were insufficient and there were few examples of lecturers voicing their 
opinions to those in authority. The power to direct energy in a useful and 
collective fashion was also lacking.  
 
Authority and power 
 
The data reflects lecturers’ expressions of personal authority and identity with 
students (being strict, creating boundaries or expectations e.g. “a line in the 
sand” (P1)), asserting their requests for research funding and “banging the 
table” (P12) at committees to express their concerns. However, the voice, 
authority and personal power of the lecturer within the broader organisation 
was not clearly heard. P7 alluded to their helplessness:  
I have to take whatever is dumped on me, so dealing with 
what's right in front of you had probably the higher priority than 
doing what I wanted to do but you know I still enjoy doing all 
those things. I think I subconsciously gave up trying to take 
control over what I do here. 
 
There are elements of helplessness, lack of control and sense of being 
muted apparent in the interviews. Foucault (1980) suggests that individuals 
are constantly observed in society, even by themselves. In a society, culture 
or organisation in which surveillance is used, individuals tend toward self- 
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monitoring or policing of the self. This self-surveillance is an:  
inspecting gaze which each individual under its weight will end 
by interiorising to the point that he is his own overseer, each 
individual thus exercising this surveillance over, and against, 
himself. A superb formula: power exercised continuously and for 
what turns out to be minimal cost. 
(Foucault, 1980, p. 155)  
 
Self-surveillance was evident in some of the interviews, especially by P9 who 
countered any negative opinion with a measured response. This neutering of 
critical commentary maintained the power dynamic clearly in the favour of 
those ‘in charge’. 
 
The organisation’s use of monitoring of attendance (which P3 comments was 
against the principle of fostering self-responsibility that they associated with 
HE) can also be interpreted as a mode of surveillance and expressing power. 
The “monitoring” (P3) of the students’ attendance and engagement with the 
module content is described as “big brother is watching you, big brother is 
counting the stats, how many times you went on, how many times you didn’t” 
(P2), a direct link to Orwell’s omnipresent surveillance system run by a 
malevolent government in his novel ‘Nineteen Eighty Four’ (Orwell, 1949). 
Surveillance by others is referred to in the academics’ reflections with 
regards to the peer review process, a topic which was certainly a 
troublesome area for them. The challenge of instituting a supportive and 
successful system in which one is ‘seen’ and potentially judged by another 
was problematic. It suggested a tension existed between the private practice 
of teaching (Palmer, 2007), the engagement in the development of teaching 
skills and the openness to surveillance by another.  
 
Confidence 
 
In exploring the lecturers’ confidence it is helpful to consider the background 
of the majority of the participants and the influence of this on confidence in 
teaching. In joining university life, new academics engage in “considerable 
identity work” (Knight and Trowler, 2000, p. 33) as they establish their place 
in the system and multitude of dynamic cultures (Alvesson, 1993) that are 
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present with the sub-groups, team, departments and other activity systems or 
CoPs in an HEI. Lecturers want to be “good” at their teaching and other roles 
(P1, P8). They are managing their identity as a teacher (the lecturers I 
interviewed offered adjectives such as strict, father figure, friendly, trusting), 
as a colleague, as a researcher and administrator. In a review of IPA studies, 
Smith (2011) highlights that across the corpus of IPA studies published since 
1996, identity is a super-ordinate construct that emerges as a key principle. 
In my study, the lecturers’ identity as a teacher was often new for them 
(Warhurst, 2008). This is not surprising as the ‘massification’ of HE in the UK 
resulted in greater numbers of professionals from industry joining the 
academic ranks (Trowler and Knight, 1999a). These professionals bring with 
them years of experience outside of academia that can also lead to 
challenges in the process of acclimating to a new teaching role (ibid). It has 
been found that for some professionals, the shift from having expertise in a 
different profession can actually work against their development in their new 
roles as academics (Smith and Boyd, 2010 cited in Goulay, 2011).  
 
My findings confirmed those of Markham et al (1998) and the University and 
College Union (UCU) Early Careers Guide (2010) as they reported the 
majority of lecturers in HE settings have no formal teaching qualification and 
this shift in identity was indeed challenging. Eight of the participants in my 
study had no formal teaching qualifications, four had FE or vocational skills 
training in teaching or lecturing and one participant had a post-graduate 
teaching certificate. It would, however, be unfair to say that these new 
academics had a dearth of personal learning experiences on which to build 
effective outcome based, student-centred learning opportunities (Cowen, 
2006), as they had gained experience in other industry-related roles (e.g. 
training staff). However, eight of the thirteen could be described as having 
started their academic teaching with a lack of experience and application of 
learning theory (Tight, 2004). Bruner (1996) would argue that these new 
academics draw on their “folk pedagogy” (p. 44) i.e. their tacit understandings 
of how people learn in situations based on their previous life experiences. 
Although most teachers have their students’ best interest at heart, Bruner 
would also encourage teachers to think explicitly about the assumptions they 
 149 
have made about learning and teaching methods to “bring them out of the 
shadow of tacit knowledge” (ibid). Their well-meaning attempts to engage 
students may otherwise fall short of offering situations where learners can 
access deeper learning and where meta-cognitive processes are supported 
(ibid). The exploration of learning theory would support these academics in 
the formulation a more integrated and explicit teaching and learning  
approach (Bruner, 1996; Tight, 2004; McLean and Bullard, 2000). 
 
Previously, lecturers have reported drawing on their experiences as a student 
to inform their teaching practice (Young and Irving, 2005) and cited 
“memories of inspiring teaching” as a factor that influenced the way they 
taught (Willcoxson,1998, p. 61). My study echoed these findings, with only 
one participant citing learning theory when reflecting on their teaching 
approach. The findings support those of Knight et al (2006) who suggested 
that the top three ways of learning how to teach for academic staff was “by 
doing the job, their own experiences as a student, and conversations with 
others” (p. 323).  
 
The lecturers interviewed largely approached their teaching with a 
“predominantly ad-hoc approach to decisions about teaching methods”; a 
method found in Young and Irving’s study (2005, p. 464). Although some of 
my interviewees did discuss the learning styles approach they had learned 
from the UTTP, the majority did not comment on explicit theories of teaching 
and learning or offer any critique of learning styles which has been 
challenged (Coffield, Moseley, Hall et al, 2004) since the original work by 
Kolb (1984) and Honey and Mumford (1992). They tended to try out different 
approaches that would engage the students’ attention and three explicitly 
mentioned that they struggled with the pedagogical restraints that had been 
prescribed for them by the institution. This lack of underlying experience and 
knowledge of teaching elicited feelings of apprehension for the academics 
who felt anxious, “daunted” (P4), “petrified” (P1) and “scared” (P6) (see p. 
91). As discussed earlier, the lecturers mostly used trial-and-error methods of 
teaching and were boosted in confidence by the passing grades of students 
and programme or class feedback. 
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This knowledge base around learning theory and pedagogy has already been 
identified as an area of paucity amongst some academics in HE (Tight, 2004) 
and some researchers indicate that good teaching cannot exist without this 
foundation (see the addition of reflective theorising within Kolb’s model) 
(Figure 1 on p. 49). Trigwell (2001) considers good teaching to be “a 
scholarly process oriented towards high quality student learning” (p. 69). 
Biggs and Tang (2007) posit that the ability to reflect upon areas of teaching 
that may need improvement requires a grasp of an “explicit” theory of 
teaching (p. 43) whereas currently most teachers lean on more “implicit” 
theories (ibid., p. 43). They call for lecturers to work to gain “a consciously 
worked out theory that generates answers to teaching problems” (ibid, p. 43), 
adding to Bruner’s (1996) earlier voice.  
 
Lecturers recognised that to gain confidence they needed experience in the 
classroom, access to theory and practical teaching tips, support from peers 
or a CoP coupled with positive feedback and passing grades from their 
students. Some also felt supported by team teaching with a peer and by 
receiving feedback on their teaching. Others found the support systems for 
new teachers to be problematic, questioning access to and management of 
the UTTP, the presence of the review process and the quality of feedback in 
teaching observations.  
 
Stress, resilience and coping 
 
There is a substantial body of research that explores stress in academia in 
the last twenty years both within the UK (UCU, 2008; Kinman et al, 2006; 
Kinman and Jones, 2003, 2008; Fisher, 1994; Tytherleigh et al, 2005) and 
overseas (Blix et al, 1994; Dunn, Whelton and Sharpe, 2006; McInnis, 2000; 
Winefield et al, 2003; Adams, 2000; Azeem and Nazir, 2006; Gillespie et al, 
2001). The findings of my study supported those of Dunn et al (2006) and 
Gillespie et al (2001) as the lecturing staff clearly experienced daily ‘hassles’ 
e.g. the DPU transportation (see p. 111) and dealing with the finance system 
(see p. 122). They reported insufficient resources (Gillespie et al, 2001) e.g. 
classrooms that were too small and/or fitted with outdated or malfunctioning 
 151 
technology (see p. 111). Two found it stressful when teaching outside of their 
subject knowledge and the majority reported task overload (ibid). Many of the 
lecturers I interviewed were frustrated by the regular hassles they faced 
which had a negative effect on their ability to work effectively.  
 
The overspill of work into home life had been experienced by the majority of 
the lecturers. Some academics have reported difficulty in switching off from 
work and experience feelings of anxiety, guilt and pressure to work at home 
to enable them to move up the academic ranks (Hetty van Emmerik, 2002). 
Several of my interviewees struggled with work-family balance, especially in 
their initial year in academia and one participant specifically reported that 
being unable to “switch off” (P11) was a negative feature of academic life. 
Others enjoyed the fluid working practices and the long hours were accepted 
as being part of the role. Remarks made that indicated that surviving the 
challenges of working within HE was a worthy achievement (P7) and that the 
“sink or swim” (P6, P3) initiation into the first “survival” year had value (P8, 
P9) offered an interesting aspect of coping that suggests the being thrown 
into the deep end (Race, 2006) promotes a sense of self-sufficiency and 
resilience that is valued within academia.  
 
Resilience is a trait that was present in many of the lecturers I interviewed 
with several demonstrating their ability to see complexity and problems as 
enjoyable challenges and positives of the job. The resilience and coping 
mechanisms of lecturers have been less explored in the extant literature 
(Dunn et al, 2006). The occupational stress research has identified that the 
main moderators of stress in the workplace are an individual’s coping style 
(Lazarus and Folkman, 1984), emotionality (Costa and McCrae, 1992), level 
of control (Spector, 1986) and social support (House, 1981). Within 
academia, Dua (1994), Penny,	  Menec,	  Struthers et al (1997), Perry et al 
(1996) and Leung, Siu and Spector (2000) have reported that university staff 
who perceive they have high levels of control over their environment 
experience less stress than those with lower levels of control. Mediators or 
‘buffers’ of stress for academics include support from colleagues and 
managers (Gillespie et al, 2001; Hetty van Emmerik, 2002), recognition for 
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work, seeing their students progress and having flexible working practices 
(Gillespie et al, 2001).  
 
Trowler’s (1998) four categories of academics’ behavioural responses to 
change (sinking, swimming, coping and reconstructing) are reflected in the 
data. My data suggests that when discussing their work, elements of 
discontent, weariness and disillusionment (sinking) may be one aspect of an 
academic’s experience. Rather than being consistently a sinker, however, the 
same person may also exhibit tenacity and resilience (therefore is also a 
swimmer). Coping techniques used to avoid or subvert the bureaucratic 
procedures or to increase levels of personal control (characteristics of the 
copers) could also be seen in several of the lecturers who were sinking. 
Finally, several also demonstrated behaviours that showed they re-shaped or 
reinterpreted the institutional policies in their interactions with colleagues, 
managers or students (i.e. were reconstructing). Trowler’s typologies appear 
too rigid and my data suggests that the role of the lecturer is too complex; 
people may exhibit a variety of context-based responses that do no easily fit 
into a single category. There needs to be room for the “emotional labour” 
(P7) of lecturing, the enjoyment of supporting students and the freedom 
perceived in the role. These all contribute to the paradox of the work (Baron, 
2000; Lacey and Sheehan, 1997) as explored previously (see p. 141). 
 
Coping strategies of long-serving academics have been documented by Van 
Patton (2000) (see p. 32) who suggested that these “pros” demonstrated 
ability to: 
• Maintain a sense of humour.  
• Adapt to changes with a positive attitude. 
• Maintain good human relations with colleagues and administrators. 
• Balance their work life with stress-relieving pastimes, hobbies or 
volunteer activities.  
• Maintain neutrality and productivity and avoided public criticism of new 
management. 
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• Avoid conflict by knowing how to give up ‘turf battles’ over courses or 
programmes.  
• Accept that organisational life need not be just or fair. 
• Maintain an interest in new knowledge and research in the face of 
change.  
• Recognise the need to balance innovation with the retention of the 
best ideas from the past.  
 
In re-examining these in light of my findings, the most long-standing lecturer I 
interviewed certainly expressed many of these characteristics with an 
appreciation that the “chaos and complexity of working in HE” was “fun” and 
the “inspirational people” continued to be a perk of the job (P2). The 
elements that were not present in the narratives were the balance of work 
with pastimes and recreational activities. Although P3 recognised that the 
holiday times were a bonus, this person used these times to conduct 
additional consultancy work. Humour was present in some of the metaphors 
used e.g. P8’s image of Stockholm Syndrome and P6’s metaphor of 
searching for the Aztec ruins then being handed a map. The positive attitude 
was evident with several lecturers finding the up-side to challenging 
situations e.g. P3 happily working until three in the morning; the recognition 
by three lecturers that they enjoy the challenge that working in HE creates, 
with two lecturers revealing that the immersion into the first year created 
valuable and positive learning experiences. 
 
Additional capabilities and skills vital for academic survival in new and more 
seasoned academics emerged from the findings and are proposed to add to 
Van Patton’s list. These include:   
• The ability to be self–sufficient and seek answers independently. 
• The ability to work in stressful conditions and have strong coping 
skills. 
• Patience with administrative systems. 
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• The ability to learn quickly. 
• The ability to manage imperfect physical working conditions (e.g. 
shared offices; small classrooms; cumbersome technology systems). 
• Willingness to work over contracted hours. 
 
These highlight additional elements of working in the HEI that need to be 
made more transparent for new academics so their expectations of the role 
and the reality rather than the myth of academic life (see Myth versus reality  
on p. 134) is clearly portrayed and understood.  
 
Peer observation and review 
 
Peer observation (rather than the grading of teaching) has been reported to 
be widespread practice in HE (McMahon et al, 2007) although Gosling (2009) 
describes its implementation as sporadic. Some staff in my study had 
received feedback on their teaching, but this was far from a systematic and 
considered approach. P5 felt well supported yet the majority of the lecturers 
reported that progressive developmental support for teaching was lacking, 
especially in light of their relative inexperience when entering the role. Far 
more practical support was needed before teaching began. This lack of 
systematic observation as a feedback mechanism can be generalised as 
being a sector-wide issue (Gosling, 2009) with less rigour in the grading and 
evaluating of teaching when compared with the systems in schools and 
colleges. One participant clearly saw this as being detrimental to supportive 
teaching practices (see P13 on p. 97). 
  
It appeared that the lecturers in my study were not able to see each other 
teach (see pp. 96-97) unless there was a team-teaching set-up. Team 
teaching was found to be supportive but underutilised due to modularisation 
and the additional resources required (see P2’s quote on pp. 99-100). The 
lack of team teaching and observation suggests that the management 
structure was based more on an efficiency model than a quality 
enhancement and teaching support model (see Management in HE on p. 
161). The resourcing of team teaching has been recognised as being under-
 155 
utilised in education and “collaboration in front of student or team teaching is 
still an extraordinary phenomenon” (Wubbles, 2007, p. 227). Team teaching 
was mentioned favourably by participants as it gave them a sense of collegial 
support and also informed their teaching practice. Lave and Wenger (1991, 
p. 93) suggest that “apprentices learn mostly in relation with other 
apprentices” and many participants specifically identified the UTTP as a 
peer-based environment for sharing ideas around pedagogy and teaching 
practice that felt comfortable. However, as mentioned previously, the peer 
relationship was not always collegial and cooperative. P3 noted that working 
alongside a more seasoned academic could feel intimidating. Ferman (2002) 
found that new lecturers showed a reluctance to position themselves as 
learners among their colleagues and students (ibid). A CoP for lecturers 
appeared to be established within the UTTP if lecturers engaged with this, 
but without this, lecturers were left to create their own systems and 
communities of support. The majority of the lecturers operated as teachers 
behind closed doors; their teaching practice was not regularly observed (if at 
all) and they appeared to seek support in the people most convenient to them 
i.e. their office mates or car pool partners. 
 
The peer observation model proposed by Gosling (2009-see Table 1 on p. 
46) recommends moving away from a system of reviewing teaching via an 
‘expert’ giving a grade and proposes the benefits of peer dialogue around 
teaching, learning and assessment practice. Some of the lecturers I 
interviewed concurred with Gosling as the reliance on the ‘expert’ was seen 
to be problematic and the choice of reviewer critical. Some wanted a skilled, 
neutral party to be the observer/reviewer. The overall tone was that the 
practice of sharing teaching practice with peers would be a positive one if 
developed under “supportive conditions” (Bell and Mladenovic, 2008, p. 736). 
Lecturers interviewed noted that their hesitancy around peer review stemmed 
from perceptions of subjective judgement and, in observing others, how time 
consuming it would be (Lomas and Nicholls, 2005). Caution around the 
potential challenge of giving and receiving feedback to/from a colleague and 
the fear of the potentially detrimental impact on staff relationships 
(Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond, 2005) was also expressed by the 
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interviewees.	  The overall willingness to participate in a well-designed 
programme of peer observation was, however, evident in the lecturers. 	  
A peer observation system as opposed to peer review of teaching may be a 
more apt model for the interviewed community of academics at the sample 
HEI. The findings reveal that they have informal support systems, rarely see 
others teach, get little feedback on their classroom interactions and appear 
wary of the potential bias and poor feedback skills of observers who may lack 
the authority to judge another’s teaching. The observation of others and both 
adapting and developing practice has been shown to be important in identity 
development (Ibarra, 1999). Gosling’s (2009) model suggests that new staff 
in a developmental model would benefit from feedback from an expert. This 
was echoed in the interviews, where newer lecturers felt this would have 
helped them in their early stages of teaching as they wanted to know “what 
did and didn’t work” (P3) (see p. 98). 
 
Observing others teach, an option in all three strands of Gosling’s model, 
was felt to be of benefit by all those I interviewed with caveats as to its 
design. Gosling’s collaborative model and the case studies of post-1992 
institutions trialling peer systems of support to promote reflection and 
innovation (Purvis et al, 2009; Maguire, 2009; Boyd, 2009; Bowen-Jones et 
al, 2009 and Mason O’Connor and Gravestock, 2009) offer samples of good 
practice where sensitive implementation has occurred and the benefits to 
staff have been evaluated.  
 
A peer support system has ramifications in that it offers a potential CoP. It 
theoretically has the ability to foster collegiality, enhance support and create 
opportunities for reflective practice, an area some of the interviewees felt 
they had insufficient time for. It can open classroom doors to enable peers to 
observe others teach, assess, mark, and even work online. It can expose 
new staff to current practice so they may be less reliant on past role models 
of good teachers in their schools or universities in an era when the student 
body was probably more homogenous. After all, “teaching has changed” 
(P2). Academics, regardless of their teaching experience, need to remember 
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that their students will not always learn in situations that are the most 
conducive for learning for the lecturer (Young and Irving, 2005; Willcoxson, 
1998). Without engaging too deeply into the debate of what constitutes good 
teaching (see What is good teaching in HE? in literature review on p. 42), I 
would argue, based on the research on deep learning (Marton and Saljo, 
1976 cited in Biggs and Tang, 2007) and as one of the interviewees did, that 
“we talk about teaching all the time, it’s actually the learning” that should be 
the focus (P2).  
 
Engaging in the scholarship of understanding how students learn best 
(moving beyond the area of learning styles which have been contested as 
‘theory’ (Coffield et al, 2004) and which were cited by several of the 
interviewees in my study as being the most useful theory for their teaching) 
may be a more apt area of study to help to inform teacher training provision, 
staff development and support. This adoption of a vision, mission and 
alignment with student learning as the key driver within an HEI may have 
radical implications for the university as a whole, as Hicks and Lee (2008) 
reported in the pursuit of launching student-engaged curricula in their 
institution (see p. 38). 
 
Relationship with today’s HE students 
 
The students in today’s university classroom are heterogenous (Barrington, 
2004) representing widely diverse social and economic backgrounds 
(HEFCE, 2010). More students attend HEIs than in any previous era (DfES, 
2003) due to the WP agenda. This creates greater demands on the university 
lecturer who stands in front of a widely diverse group of students who face 
higher levels of debt (Streeting cited in Williams, 2010) and who have higher 
expectations (Mandelson cited in Shepherd, 2009; Van Patten, 2000; 
Streeting cited in Williams, 2010). The lecturers I interviewed overwhelmingly 
recognised the wide range of abilities reflected in their students, with the less 
academic undergraduates revealing difficulties in basic reading, writing and 
writing skills. The concept of reading was “quite missing from some” (P3) and 
others were “innumerate” (P12). Students were described as being more 
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practical than academic. This mirrors McInnis’s (2000) study in which 
Australian academics perceived current students as less academically 
capable than in previous eras.  
 
The lecturers interviewed saw students as more demanding consumers of 
the university offerings, concurring with the literature reviewed in Chapter 
One (see Mandelson cited in Shepherd, 2009; Van Patten, 2000; Streeting 
cited in Williams, 2010). Some empathised with students who were working 
in low paying jobs and had many hours of work to fund their increasingly 
costly education (HECSU, 2009; Thomas, 2002), but which detracted from 
the out-of-class time to pursue educational pursuits. This lack of independent 
studying or reading led the majority of lecturers in this study to feel frustrated 
with the low level engagement of the students in their classrooms. Students 
seemingly relied more heavily on teaching staff for information to pass 
assessments rather than using class time for academic debate to stimulate 
creative or critical thinking. P2 reported that their students:  
…only want to know what’s in the assessment now. There’s no 
way to engage them in any additional learning on the 
philosophical aspects of the work we’re doing because they are 
only interested in obtaining a grade. 
 
These students appeared to exhibit a strategic or achievement-focussed 
approach to learning (Biggs, 1987). Lecturers did not cite class difference as 
creating greater strain as argued by Christie et al (2004), however they 
perceived there to be greater financial burdens on domestic students, despite 
the increased fees for international students. Although the WP agenda was 
believed to have reduced barriers for people accessing HE due to gender, 
race, age and family status (P2), the picture painted by all interviewees was 
of a student body that created multiple challenges for lecturers aiming to 
engage them. Differentiating the learning environment for such a divergent 
range of abilities is arguably a difficult task for even a seasoned teacher. My 
study highlights the fact that academics often begin their career in HE with 
little or no teacher training, that they have little time before teaching begins to 
prepare and that they experience inconsistent induction and levels of 
mentoring. These combined factors can inevitably lead to large gaps in 
 159 
understanding of the systems that underpin the complex teaching role they 
face.  
 
Lectures don’t work 
 
The traditional method of teaching i.e. lecture, is often relied upon in HEIs 
(Barrington, 2004) due to time restraints, high numbers of students per class 
and physical resources available (Nicholls, 2005). Nicholls (ibid) found that 
new lecturers consider themselves experts in their subject but novices in the 
practice of teaching and theories of learning and therefore were more likely to 
lack a wide array of pedagogical approaches. Seven of the thirteen lecturers 
interviewed in this study agreed with research that indicated that lecture and 
seminar formats were not effective for engaging students actively in their 
learning process (Biggs and Tang, 2007; Bligh, 1998). My findings support 
Ramsden (1998) who felt that overall in HE there was too little dialogue and 
interaction and too much one-way lecturing. Newer members of staff 
expressed more conformity to the model than more seasoned academics 
who reported using mixed teaching methods to stimulate engagement within 
their allocated time slots. Although over half of the interviewees questioned 
the traditional format of lecture/seminar, four still felt pressure to deliver in 
this mode despite not believing it to be the best vehicle for fostering student 
engagement and learning. Three interviewees agreed that new pedagogical 
strategies would be more effective for promoting learning within the diverse 
student body in HE today (Barrington, 2004; Kezar, 2001; Weber, 2005; 
Beard, 2006). The data from this study clearly captured lecturers’ voices and 
showed that issues reflected in the literature continue despite growing 
evidence that points to the need for change.  
 
The interviewees’ responses agreed with the HEA’s (2009) position that 
teaching courses and staff development sessions that provide exposure to 
learning theories and develop reflection skills (see Reflective CoPs on p. 50) 
are “inconsistent or in need of a re-think” (p. 44). Creating more flexible, 
blended learning systems in the delivery of UTTPs was highlighted through 
the voices of the interviewees. A programme which could help to support new 
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lecturers in a timely manner as they begin working in HE was needed (see 
recommendations on p. 189). 
 
Lecturers reported that they had too little knowledge within the field of 
teaching and inadequate time to prepare/research more creative teaching 
methods (Nicholls, 2005-see p. 36 of literature review). This created a barrier 
to using more student-centred teaching approach. The literature also 
indicates that even if departments or institutions encourage the use of more 
innovative, non-traditional, student-centred teaching methods and their staff 
appreciate the benefit of them, the majority continue to use lectures as their 
main delivery method (Markham et al, 1998) as they feel the use of non-
traditional methods is “not essential” (ibid, p. 260). In addition to the barriers 
identified in Markham et al (ibid) and Nicholls (2005), some interviewees in 
this study also identified the lack of physical resources (rooms, technology 
equipment) to enable them to explore other pedagogies. There was also a 
perception that the timetabled lecture and seminar was a prescribed teaching 
format. Nicholls (2005) identified these pressures which prevent lecturers 
being able to offer students anything other than transmission of information 
(i.e. a teacher-centred approach) in the classroom. In my study, three newer 
lecturers felt overwhelmed by the complexity of the demands of the role and, 
in terms of teaching and innovation, felt they were able to do only the basics 
needed to survive their initial year(s). 
The lecturers interviewed were in an unenviable place. Eight of the thirteen 
lacked teaching experience and had no formal post graduate teacher training 
prior to accepting their first HE teaching role. Seven lacked effective 
institutional induction and six lacked induction specifically into the teaching 
expectations in HE. Ten had inadequate mentoring support and were placed 
in classrooms of diverse learners with a traditional teaching methodology 
(lecture/tutorial) timetabled for them. Only two had completed postgraduate 
level teaching certificates at the time of interviewing (despite this being 
recognised as the standard in the industry within the first year of teaching in 
HE). As a group, they also had little or no feedback on their teaching 
techniques and few had seen others teach. It was therefore challenging for 
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them to master different pedagogical strategies designed to engage the 
increasingly diverse student body of today as recommended in the literature 
(Barrington, 2004; Kezar, 2001; Weber, 2005). With such little classroom 
experience, inconsistent HE-related induction, few opportunities to observe 
models of innovative practice and only informal collegial support to rely on, it 
is difficult to see how they could move beyond survival and towards 
becoming thriving, creative academics operating in the imagination and 
alignment stages of belonging (Wenger, 2000). Without additional support 
mechanisms being put into place, lecturers were in a place where they would 
find it difficult to engage and inspire their increasingly demanding and vocal 
students. With a climate of increasing scrutiny (Mandelson cited in Shepherd, 
2009) in today’s target driven academic climate (HEA, 2008), my findings 
highlight the need for changes within HE hiring, induction, support and staff 
development if lecturers are to be able to succeed in this climate.  
 
Management in HE 
 
The results of my study indicate that lecturers have cautious and mixed views 
of the senior management’s support of teaching. The lecturers in my sample 
mentioned recognition as being a missing piece and that transparency and 
consultation were lacking. Gibbs, Knapper, and Piccinin (2009) found that 
departments who had leaders who devolved responsibilities effectively, built 
a CoP, had systems to recognise and reward excellent teaching and who 
supported change and innovation were highly successful. The lack of 
management consultation with academics and general university staff has 
been reported to be particularly stressful (Gillespie, 2001). This, coupled with 
the lack of transparency in management decisions and lack of appreciation of 
staff contributions or achievements, were both echoed in my data. My 
findings reflect similar feelings, with lecturers feeling under-valued, 
insufficiently consulted and wary of the quality versus quantity management 
agenda. P8 summarises the sentiment in: 
…the lecturers are always the last ones consulted and the last 
ones, even down to the senior exec level saying a simple 
thanks, just every now and then say thanks. 
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The potential of a dean or departmental head to improve the quality of 
university teaching via leadership style has been recognised in surveys within 
HEIs in Canada, the USA, the UK and Australasia (Massy et al, 1994; Wright 
and O’Neill, 1995: both cited in Martin et al, 2003). The relationship between 
academic leadership and the quality of student learning has been discussed 
by Knight and Trowler (2000) who argue that a collaborative style of 
academic leadership fosters a climate that is conducive to high quality 
teaching and learning. This level of collaboration was not perceived as 
common practice within the sample HEI.  
 
In a profession where evaluation criteria for performance can be vague or 
misleading (Dunn et al, 2006), demanding tasks such as teaching can take 
up tremendous amounts of time and effort yet may be less recognised and 
rewarded than research or external funded consultancy (ibid). This sentiment 
was reflected in some of the narratives, with teaching being less recognised. 
In light of the research findings, a series of recommendations aimed at 
promoting a stronger community of practice and enhancing teaching support 
are suggested on p. 189. 
 
The language of the HE culture 
 
The process of interpreting and reflecting upon the meaning making done by 
the participants was ongoing and cyclical as per the IPA methodology (Smith 
et al, 2009). In maintaining a close focus on the words of the participants, 
one of the striking aspects that emerged from the transcription analysis was 
the range of metaphorical expressions used by the lecturers. The language 
used by the participants was an aspect of the project that emerged (or 
“appeared” as Heidegger would suggest). This was worthy of further analysis 
as greater insights and understanding of the lived experiences can be found 
via the interpretation of metaphors (Shinebourne and Smith, 2010). 
Metaphors offer a “model for changing our ways of looking at things, of 
perceiving the world” (Ricoeur, 1978, p.152). Lyddon, Clay and Sparks 
(2001) propose that exploring how participants use metaphor to 
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communicate experiences or emotions is useful as these images are often 
used to reveal feelings that might be difficult to explain.   
 
The language used to describe the challenges faced by the majority of the 
lecturers interviewed was surprisingly war-like at times and included frequent 
instances of combative imagery. It depicted academics’ working lives as 
being similar to battles where they were amongst comrades in arms but they 
were fighting to survive (see Survival on p. 92). They were inadequately 
consulted about decisions made by those in ‘command’ and were often 
overloaded with work they felt ill-equipped to manage. The early years in HE 
particularly were described by all but one of the lecturers as a stressful time. 
The word “fight” was used in a variety of context e.g. people felt they were 
“fighting hard” (P2), and were very busy “fire fighting” (P2). If induction were 
to be improved, it was felt that new staff members may have more of “a 
fighting chance” (P3). Better induction was felt to provide an opportunity to 
give lecturers more skills and therefore a sense of protection as “it may be a 
thin skin of armour, but at least you’d understand the context of what you’re 
doing” (P3). P8 describes how colleagues never “shielded” them from the 
challenges they faced in the early days of teaching. 
 
The metaphor of a “constant battle of quantity versus quality” (P5) was also 
used to describe the dynamics of managing a higher education campus in 
today’s business-focused culture. The fight was therefore not just one for the 
‘foot soldiers’ who were in the classrooms, but was one that was also 
perceived as being fought at the level of senior management. The academics 
appeared to face a working environment that was arduous, as though they 
faced resistance forces they had to struggle against. One participant 
commented that “you feel like you are running into the wind sometimes “(P1). 
The academic environment was described as hostile at times, with one 
lecturer describing being “slapped down at exam boards for being too harsh 
on assignments” (P12).  
 
To balance the image of lecturers as soldiers in the trench warfare of 
teaching in HE, the majority of participants also noted the positives found in 
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the teaching process itself, especially with students who were engaged with 
their learning. Lecturers also commented on the sense of freedom and 
flexibility within the job. This supports the paradox identified by Baron (2000) 
and Lacey and Sheehan (1997) between working in an increasingly managed 
environment and the intrinsic rewards found in teaching. 
 
Illustration 2: Wordle metaphor analysis 
 
 
 
The metaphors throughout all the transcripts were identified, as 
recommended by Shinebourne and Smith (2010). These are represented 
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visually in Illustration 2. The more frequently a word is used through all 
thirteen transcriptions, the larger the size. The words displayed indicate the 
struggle the lecturers faced. The use of metaphorical language depicted a 
working environment where HE staff battled adversity. 
 
Reflection 4 
 
The hermeneutic process was actively recognised throughout the research 
project. As Smith and Osborn (2007) describe, one begins at one place on 
the hermeneutic circle where one is clouded and caught up by one’s own 
story, life experience and preconceptions. The act of recognising the fore-
structures (p. 61) enables the researcher to move from that point in the circle 
to a place where one fully focuses on the participants and their experiences. 
This intense focus on the participants remains throughout the analysis of the 
data. In the writing up of the project, the researcher returns back to the first 
place in the circle, reflects upon the experiences of others, changed by 
hearing their stories, and re-examines their own experiences in light of this. 
The double hermeneutic (Smith and Osborn, 2003: Smith et al, 2009) is 
embraced whereby the researcher is involved in making sense of the 
participants’ reported experience.  
 
When reflecting upon the writing-up process, the metaphorical language I 
heard when interviewing appears to have influenced the way in which I wrote 
up the data. Without wanting to paint a picture of a wounded academic, the 
language I have used suggests this uphill climb that many lecturers face in 
their daily lives. I have been influenced by my own experiences in HE which 
also reflect this paradox of both struggle and enjoyment of the complexity 
and challenge in the work in HE. My own first year was filled with moments of 
intense anxiety, despite having fifteen years of teaching experience in a 
variety of settings. I also experienced some feelings of isolation and 
miscommunication alongside the recognition that I had autonomy and 
flexibility, both tremendous benefits. I have also worked hard to create 
engaging learning environments without necessarily reflecting upon the 
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theories that support them and have had rewarding moments with both 
students and colleagues that make the work worth all the effort.  
 
As a result of interviewing participants, I felt I had greater insight into the 
working lives of my colleagues and I felt committed to use my role as STF to 
help inform projects that attempt to foster change in the work environment. I 
believe that the time spent interviewing my colleagues offered some a way to 
feel less invisible in their struggles. In essence, the interview process itself 
offered an opportunity to provide reciprocity (Marshall and Rossman, 2006), 
as interviewees were actively listened to in return for their time and “giving of 
themselves” (ibid, 2006, p. 81). The project offered a high level of social 
validity (Stockols, 1996) via the adoption of beneficence or actions that 
promote the wellbeing and prevent harm in others (Orb, Eisenhauer and 
Wynaden, 2000). Through the dissemination process, the findings offered 
societal value and significance in a practical manner. This is demonstrated in 
the recommendations on p. 189 as the study’s results move into a phase of 
proposed action. 
 
Conclusion 
 
My study adds to the limited IPA research within educational settings 
(Biggerstaff and Thomson, 2008; Creanor et al, 2008) and gives lecturers’ 
voices a chance to be heard and then used to drive changes in a post-1992 
university campus. There is an abundance of research in teaching in HE, but 
few studies have taken a phenomenological perspective and explored the 
meaning-making activities of the lecturers (Archer, 2008, Gravett and 
Petersen, 2000; Ainley, 1994). Focusing on one post-1992 institution has 
enabled the research to have greater potential social validity (Stockols, 
1996). As a result, changes are proposed from the findings.  
 
One of the findings suggests that the study may allow lecturers’ voices (via 
the proposed recommendations on p. 189) to have an opportunity to reach 
those in senior management. Lecturers felt their work frequently went 
unrecognised and their opinions were not sought out, leaving them 
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disconnected and unable to challenge or inform senior management 
decisions. Lecturers were thus given time in their interviews to present 
interpretations of their experiences and suggest ways that things could be 
changed to enable their working lives to be more supported and successful.  
 
The discussion reveals that many elements of the existing research are 
present in the new university lecturer as across the sector, lecturers face 
complex working conditions, high levels of change and sporadic levels of 
support. In the sample HEI campus, academics needed greater clarity of the 
role they were stepping into, a staggered induction, structured mentoring and 
more teaching support. It was clear that mentors acted not only as people 
who gave information about the systems of work but also acted as an 
important bridge for the new academic into the CoP. Without successful 
mentors helping new staff to establish themselves as part of the peer group, 
lecturers appeared more isolated and less resilient. New lecturers without 
teaching experience in HE needed practical tips on getting started in their 
classrooms and developmental feedback on their teaching. They had few 
current role models of successful HE lecturers that they had seen in the 
classroom. Access to convenient, useful and well-managed teaching 
development programmes was needed as the UTTP provided an important 
link for new academics to find learning theories to consider in their teaching 
and also gave them access to a second CoP. A system of observing others 
teach and enhancing pedagogical discussions was also warranted, with 
Gosling’s (2009) model offering a viable template. 
 
The lecturers appeared to adapt to the HE climate with resilience and coping 
techniques were exhibited. Their behaviours did not, however, fit clearly into 
Trowler’s (1998) model. This suggests that placing heterogeneous individuals 
into a simplistic four stage model is not adequately representative of the 
process that academics face when navigating the “complex socialisation 
patterns” (Barkhuizen, 2002, p. 95) inherent within HE working environments. 
 
Today’s HE students were perceived to be more demanding and to have a 
wider variety of learning needs which concurred with the extant literature 
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(McInness, 2000; Ramsden, 2008a). Specific examples of the consumer-
orientated student’s behaviour were highlighted in the interviews, clearly 
showing the increasing challenges facing lecturers. Despite growing 
evidence that students in the WP era of HE need more diverse teaching 
methods, my study reveals that institutions are not supporting this with 
adequate resources despite a clear need for change. The increasing 
numbers of students (due to the “Bums on seats” agenda (see p. 125) and 
WP) and the recruitment of inexperienced teaching staff clearly stretches the 
physical and human resources. Additionally, lecturers continue to be 
confounded by administrative duties that prevent time being spent on 
teaching and research activities. Little appears to have changed in this since 
Ainley’s work in the early 1990s. 
 
The paradox identified by others in the field (Baron, 2000; Lacey and 
Sheehan, 1997) was apparent in the study, with lecturers having both 
satisfaction and many frustrations present in their work. The academic 
working environment exhibited some weakness as a CoP, due to 
individualistic practices undermining group cohesion and strength and 
conformity rather than healthy challenge being the norm (Wenger, 2000; 
Trowler, 1998).  
 
The metaphorical language found in the interviews adds new, rich data to the 
IPA body of literature. Serendipitous findings are an advantage of using 
qualitative research (Jones, 1997) especially in exploratory research areas 
(Turner, Barlow and Ilberry, 2002). The images used by the academics add 
colourful insight into the working environment in a post 1992 HEI, revealing 
an imaginative dimension (Shinebourne and Smith, 2010) of lecturers’ 
experiences.  
 
Chapter 5 describes how the findings, analysis and discussion move the 
research into action via proposing change on the campus in question. 
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Chapter 5: Dissemination and Impact 
 
Introduction 
 
The over-arching goal of this IPA-based study shares common ground with 
other forms of scholarly investigations. When researchers study any topic, 
they hope to gain insight into an area that is of particular value or interest to 
them. With masters or doctoral level study, it is understood that researchers 
“should have something new to communicate” (Rowley and Slack, 2000 p. 
20), with potential to contribute to “theory or practice or both” (ibid p.20). 
Distinctively, the influence of research on professional practice is at the heart 
of the Ed.D process. Two key learning outcomes for Ed.D research are to 
“show deep and developing understanding of the ethical and/or professional 
considerations in the context of the discipline or field of enquiry” (University of 
Derby Doctor of Education researcher/supervisor handbook, 2009-10) and to 
“demonstrate an ability to reflect and articulate critically on the experience of 
professional practice” (ibid). 
 
The following chapter outlines the process of dissemination throughout the 
stages of the research, the changes in practice both on a faculty, institutional 
and personal level and the long-term impact the project may have within the 
HE climate. At the conclusion of the chapter, recommendations for senior 
management are offered which propose strategies to enhance levels of 
support for both new and more seasoned academics.  
 
Dissemination 
 
The dissemination of the findings from this project began when I submitted a 
proposal to present an ‘emerging themes’ paper at the Edgehill Centre for 
Teaching and Learning Research conference in June 2009 and was 
accepted. I presented this after initial transcriptions had been read through 
several times and the initial round of analysis had been completed with key 
themes identified. Although this was somewhat early in the analysis stage, 
the themes that emerged were clear and the salient quotes could be 
identified. The selection of these quotes was informed by the literature review 
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(lecturer stress, the changing nature of higher education funding, WP 
students and increasing managerialism (Deem, 1998)) and appeared to be 
highly indicative of the climate in HE. I felt it would be interesting to offer 
these findings to a group of fellow academics and educational developers to 
assess if they saw similarities in my findings with the situations present in 
their disparate institutions.  
 
In presenting the findings to a group of approximately forty, many agreed that 
the themes concurred with those in their HE settings. Many nods of 
agreement were evident as I presented. Several people approached me after 
the presentation and told me how awful their experiences had been when 
they joined HE, how they felt they had lost hope in the culture ever changing, 
or in one woman’s case, how she felt the key reason she had survived her 
initial years in HE was due to being part of a small group of colleagues who 
had supported each other and maintained contact on an ongoing basis. The 
audience’s collective feedback supported my premise for more time needed 
to enable academics to both talk and listen to each other, to share good 
practice, to have successful mentoring processes, to establish the ‘buy in’ 
and to foster the support of new lecturers via peer observation in a 
collaborative model.  
 
This presentation offered me, as a researcher, a chance to have face-to-face 
interaction with fellow educational practitioners. This peer-to-peer context has 
been proposed as an ideal way of working to promote change within 
educational contexts as it is congruent with the tacit elements of knowledge 
and teacher ‘know-how’ involved (Foray and Hargreaves, 2003). The positive 
acknowledgement of my initial findings by a group of peers was affirming as it 
gave me the confidence that fellow HE teachers were accepting the data as 
congruent with their experiences. With this in place, I could be more 
confident in influencing positive change within the arena of HE, a climate still 
relatively new to me at the time. 
 
The second opportunity to formally disseminate the project’s emerging 
themes was at my institution’s university-wide Learning, Teaching and 
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Assessment (LTA) conference in July 2009. This presentation again 
focussed on sharing the emerging themes and the salient quotes from my 
data, but I also highlighted the similarities from my interviews with the 
findings gained from a university wide staff engagement survey (Staff 
engagement survey, 2009-see Appendix E) conducted at the same 
institution. Interestingly, several of the people I interviewed in the data 
collection process were present at the session. This offered them an 
opportunity to see their personal accounts within the framework of the 
research project and how their words had helped to create themes. I had 
assured them that their identities would be protected and their quotes would 
be unidentifiable. The presentation therefore offered an opportunity for them 
to gain confidence in the process (they had already seen their transcribed 
interviews and verified their accuracy).  
 
The feedback gained afterwards from these individuals indicated they felt that 
anonymity had been maintained and they found the results interesting and 
affirming. In presenting at this conference, I also offered some possible ways 
forward to begin to address some of the areas where staff felt a lack of 
support. The work on peer learning circles was mentioned as a forthcoming 
pilot. This particularly seemed to grab the attention of people in the room, 
with one participant who was visiting from the United States indicating that 
she would be very interested to hear how the pilot study had gone and, if 
successful, she may wish to replicate this programme in her institution in 
New York State. 
 
The peer learning circles project grew out of the realisation that a high 
percentage of teaching staff had no previous teacher training and/or little 
classroom experience and that observation of teaching practice was “patchy 
at best” (Staff engagement survey, 2009, see Appendix E). From the data 
collected in both the staff engagement survey and from this projects’ 
interview data, it became clear that the classroom doors of this academic 
campus were quite closed, and that peer observation and review was not 
working well, if at all (although pockets of good practice were in evidence). 
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The model that I designed drew on a more collaborative approach than one 
of judgement and review, attempting to create a sense of collegiality and 
support, informed by Gosling’s (2009) collaborative model (see p. 46). The 
careers department within the same university (but housed on a different 
campus) had pilot tested a similar model with support staff with good results 
in 2006-8. However, modifying and “selling it” to academics would be a new 
task. The aims of the project were as follows: 
 
• To create a cooperative approach to pedagogical development and 
encourage the fostering of good teaching practice.  
• To encourage an open door policy to classrooms to enable peers to 
learn from each other. 
• To foster pedagogy-based conversations that will lead to staff 
development initiatives that promote more effective teaching in higher 
education. 
 
I discussed the design of the programme at length with the Acting Head of 
School and Assistant Dean of Teaching and Learning. The main premise 
involved grouping academic staff into cooperative teams or “circles”. These 
were made up of lecturers from a variety of subject areas with of a mixture of 
genders, levels of teaching experience, and both full time and part-time staff. 
A leader was designated, with that person being responsible for 
communicating with their ‘circle’ to encourage participation. The circle 
members were to offer an open door to their colleagues with the goal being 
to observe and be observed at least twice per academic year. These 
observations were mutually arranged, the sessions then discussed and 
practice shared. 
 
One of the key aspects of the cooperative approach was that the observer’s 
role was not to judge, evaluate or grade the observed in any way. The goal 
was for the both to learn from the experience and a conversation to be 
initiated after the session. The two colleagues were then share to their 
reflections. Staff members being observed were certainly welcomed to 
request feedback on one aspect in particular (e.g. lecturing style, tutorial 
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activity, to observe another’s experiential session etc), but the focus was on 
the observer’s self-reflection, with the main question being posed being, 
“what have you learned via the process of observing another teach?” This 
simple prompt for reflection was specifically selected to initiate the process 
and force the observer to step out of the habit of giving the observer a score 
or mark. An introduction to the peer circles process was designed (see 
Appendix E) and a simple one-page reflective log was created (see Appendix 
F) to help give an outline and help to form a baseline for a conversation 
between the academics and encourage notes to be taken.  
 
It was proposed that this process of professional reflection should also be a 
conversation woven into the annual review of each staff member and their 
manager, demonstrating their engagement in commitment to their continual 
fostering of good teaching practice. The notes from the log were thought to 
be a helpful reminder of the observation, ensuing discussion and any 
subsequent action taken (e.g. further reading, trying an alternate method in 
the classroom). The act of reflection is crucial for personal and professional 
development as Palmer (2007) reminds us that knowing oneself is as crucial 
to teaching as knowing one’s students and subject. The conversation itself is 
also important as, in academic life, it is not unusual for teaching staff to 
spend many hours at computer consoles without engaging others in 
discussions about their teaching process. They face their groups of students 
and work with colleagues on projects, but a conversation regarding a subject 
so close to one’s identity and one’s teaching can be daunting to some. 
Palmer (ibid) states that:  
Academic institutions offer a myriad of ways to protect ourselves 
form the threat of a live encounter…to avoid a live encounter 
with students, teachers can hide behind their podiums, their 
credentials, their power. To avoid a live encounter with each 
other, faculty can hide behind their academic subjects.  
(p. 3) 
 
This process peer observation and discussion therefore created an 
opportunity for more “live encounters” between peers. The peer learning 
circle concept was presented for consultation to a large group of lecturers at 
an all staff away day in July 2009. This was the first ever away day focussed 
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solely on learning, teaching and assessment issues and was coordinated by 
myself as Senior Teaching Fellow. The fact that this day was prioritised by 
the Acting Head of School as a priority and was well attended by faculty 
confirmed that the work I was doing was being given an endorsement by 
senior management and was beginning to gain momentum.  
 
After introducing the proposed design of the peer learning circles project, key 
questions such as, “what do we want to get from peer observation?” and 
“what are our concerns or worries?” were posed. Ground rules were also 
agreed upon. The feedback was overwhelmingly positive but the staff clearly 
wanted to have any link to performance carefully considered and felt that it 
was the individual alone who would request support or staff development 
resources from their line manager if they felt this was needed. They did not 
want the circle leaders to feedback upon any areas of weakness to the 
teaching fellows or line managers as this had a punitive aspect to it.  
 
Another area that needed to be broached was that the teaching unions would 
need to be involved in any conversation about the process that was linked to 
the performance and development review. The former observational process 
had been endorsed by the unions and had a much stronger critical review 
aspect to it. However, union endorsement would be needed if the peer 
learning circle participation was to be deemed mandatory (as the former 
observations had been). This was relayed back to the Assuring Teaching 
Quality group that I attended as a Senior Teaching Fellow as an important 
aspect that would need to be navigated should the pilot project inform larger 
university-wide change. At this stage, however, there was no mandatory 
element to the pilot programme so it was able to proceed. 
 
The proposed cooperative model called upon staff to be able to give 
feedback to peers in a constructive and non-judgmental way. It was felt that 
this style of giving feedback was critical to this projects’ success as the 
interviews collected for this project clearly show that one negative experience 
can colour many people’s views on a project. A staff development session 
(The Art of Giving and Receiving Feedback-see Appendix G) was organised 
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to support this and was offered in September 2009 before teaching or 
observation began. This was well attended signifying that the teaching staff 
were in support of the idea and were willing to work with the new model.  
 
To evaluate the pilot project, an electronic survey was emailed in April 2010 
to all teaching staff. Informal focus groups were conducted with two teaching 
teams to asses the barriers faced, positives gained, perceived negatives and 
suggested changes they may have to the peer learning circle concept. The 
capture and analysis of this data is not inherently part of the research 
process for this Ed.D, however, as this doctoral research helped to give birth 
to the peer leaning circles, the outcomes relate directly to the impact and 
dissemination so are included within this chapter. The evaluation data fed 
into a presentation at the university’s Learning Teaching and Assessment 
Forum in April, 2010 and several subsequent reports. These reports 
evaluated the pilot project and were submitted to the School Quality 
Committee (May, 2010-see Appendix H) and to the Assuring Teaching 
Quality working group (May, 2010) which then fed into the Quality 
Enhancement Committee (June, 2010).  
 
The key benefits of the peer learning circles process were identified as: 
 
• Helping to develop teaching skills 
• Gaining new perspectives of teaching styles and perspectives (subject 
knowledge, gender, race) 
• Enhancing self awareness 
• Allowing more candour and relaxation due to the informal nature of the 
process 
• Giving immediate interaction via a system that is focussed around 
positive reinforcement 
• Having an open door approach and open attitude which was 
appreciated as opposed to previous observations which were seen as 
being evaluative and threatening- one interviewee from a focus group 
described observation previously as being “more like an external 
examination” where people picked up on negatives. 
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• Promoting the sharing of good practice 
• Enhancing confidence 
• The informal nature of the process was felt to be useful. 
  
Barriers expressed included heavy teaching schedules and timetable clashes 
with others in the circle. Time was mentioned as an inevitable battle as were 
the many other competing pressures on lecturers that prevent peer learning 
becoming prioritised. The organisation of the process was perceived to be in 
need of some improvement. Circle leaders had not always communicated 
well to initiate the process. A more formalised approach was suggested so 
that people within the circles were given each others’ timetables and could 
arrange observations from September onwards. Emailed reminders were 
deemed beneficial.  
 
Various recommendations were put forward by the staff who gave feedback. 
Some suggested a tighter schedule/rota could be organised within teaching 
teams, yet the benefits of observing people outside one’s own subject area 
was acknowledged. Having alternatives other than simply observing a single 
lecture session was suggested in one focus group. The viewing of a “one-off 
performance” of teaching (Mason O’ Connor and Gravestock, 2009, p. 17) 
has been identified as a limitation as it can lead to staff “going through the 
motions” (ibid, p. 17). Team teaching was offered as one way to meet the 
desired objectives and gain greater teaching and reflection skills. Barriers 
such as timetabling were discussed, but it was felt that if teams planned early 
then teaching methods could drive the timetabling rather than vice versa. It 
was felt in one focus group that “timetabling destroys teaching methods”. 
Other methods such as working with a peer to improve open day experiences 
were suggested as examples of peer learning. Being able to observe people 
outside the designated circle to enhance availability was also recommended. 
New staff members wanted developmental feedback rather than collaborative 
models only. Some wanted this from an “expert” (Gosling, 2009) outside their 
faculty. This complements Gosling’s (2009) developmental model (see p. 46). 
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Confidentiality was perceived to be problematic. One respondent reported 
that:  
All went well until I found out that I had been the subject of the 
morning coffee chat and I thought it was all confidential. The 
fact that it was all good was not the point I would not have been 
so pleased with the peer review had the information being 
disclosed to colleagues been negative! 
 
The issue of confidentiality was seen to be critical. The conversation between 
colleagues was clearly identified by some as something that should not be 
taken up the chain of command. Each person was to use the information as 
they saw fit in their annual review. The thorny issue of what a staff member 
should do if they see some evidently bad practice when observing continues 
to be problematic. In practice, this has been reported confidentially to senior 
managers but they are unsure of how to use that information. Conversely, 
when reports go up the chain regarding inspiring teachers, this information is 
also confidential in nature, and so rewarding good practice can also be seen 
to be problematic under these conditions.  
 
These issues were discussed in consultation with senior managers, senior 
teaching fellows and staff members attending the school’s second annual 
LTA away day in June 2010. The discussions delineated that the peer 
learning circles were clearly distinct from a mechanism of measuring and 
reviewing practice. Other feedback systems were in place within the system 
to capture any areas of concerns for students (programme evaluation forms, 
programme committees). These discussions have informed phase two of the 
peer learning circles. 
 
Phase two of the peer learning circles went out for consultation with staff and, 
as a result, the following changes were implemented during the 2010-11 
academic year:  
 
• Continuation: New learning circles were created for September 2010 
with all current staff included. A proactive team leader was appointed 
who had a clear remit for communication. Technicians were invited to 
join the circles  
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• Adaptation: Staff were offered the flexibility to arrange observations 
with people outside their circle (in addition to or instead of observing 
within the circle) to prevent scheduling becoming a barrier. If staff 
wished to work on a project that was not linked to their teaching 
“performance” (Mason O’ Connor and Gravestock, 2009, p. 17) e.g. 
learning about a mode of assessment or working with new technology, 
this was also be seen as a proactive way of gaining greater skills in 
teaching, reflective practice and pedagogy. Team teaching was also 
be recognised as a peer learning. 
 
• Development: New members of staff (within their first year of teaching) 
were be linked into a peer learning circle (to gain more observational 
practice) but also had a designated “expert” (Gosling, 2009) (Senior 
Teaching Fellow or a Teaching Fellow) to observe them twice within 
their first year of teaching to give developmental feedback. 
 
• Evaluation: All line managers were asked to capture the reflective 
development of their staff at their annual review via a conversation 
and identify staff development needs accordingly.  
 
• Ethics and Confidentiality: Confidentiality was seen to be an important 
aspect of professionalism and it was concluded that if areas of 
practice were observed that were felt to be unprofessional, the 
observer was obliged to give this feedback sensitively but directly to 
their peer after the session. If good practice was observed, the 
observer should also respect their colleague and ask for permission to 
share their thoughts on this practice with others.   
 
It was acknowledged by staff that it takes time to adapt to new systems. 
Overall, one participant in the peer learning circles focus group stated that 
this process of culture change was “good value, we are sharing.”  
 
The staff’s feedback shaped phase two of the pilot’s development. In 
essence, the peer learning circles project was evolving like an action 
 179 
research project (Riel, 2007). This style of knowledge production is highly 
common in fields such as education where teachers learn-by doing:  
Where individuals learn as they go along, assess what they 
learn and hone their practises over time…. this is called the 
humanistic mode of knowledge production.  
 
(Foray and Hargreaves, 2003, p. 8).  
Effective dissemination within humanistic fields such as education often 
involves offering examples of best practice as “outstanding 
performers…disseminate their tacit knowledge and practice through 
modelling, mentoring and coaching” (ibid, p.17). 
 
Modelling, mentoring and coaching are all daily parts of my role as Senior 
Teaching Fellow. The role positions me as someone who can lead by 
experience and demonstrate effective teaching, learning and assessment 
practice. The vehicle of the peer learning circles offered the university a pilot 
model which had elements of good practice built into in. I offered mentoring 
through the presentations and coached via consultations to interested staff 
who would champion the process in their faculties. The role of the teacher-
researcher can be seen as an advantage as the researcher is considered 
part of the community and a potential leader or role model. The use of tacit 
knowledge (ibid, 2003) is powerful within this “learning-by-doing” community.  
 
The results of the first phase of the peer learning circles project was 
disseminated at the university-wide Learning Teaching and Assessment 
conference (July 2010) entitled: “Peer Learning Circles: A collaborative 
model of professional practice review” (see Appendix J). The University’s 
Head of Research was a participant in the session and approached me 
afterwards, enthusing about the project and expressing interest that this 
system may provide a mechanism whereby the old evaluative model of peer 
observation and review could be put aside. We had an interesting discussion 
and he asked to be kept abreast of the pilot to see the results after three 
years of implementation.  
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I was also notified of a request for peer supported review (PSR) initiative 
information on the National Teaching Fellow email circulations and was 
asked to send the “peer learning circles: a summary” document to three 
educational developers around the country. In requesting information, one of 
the National Teaching Fellows who had heard me present the peer learning 
circles summary at our School Away day (as he was our key note speaker) 
wrote, “I mentioned at the Learning, Teaching and Assessment (LTA) event 
that I am leading on PSR here...open door is an interesting idea as we want 
to encourage more people to be brave and take this approach.” I feel this 
interest in the model created is encouraging and I intend on writing this up as 
a paper for publication in the future. 
 
The peer learning circles pilot is just one model of collaborative professional 
peer review (PPR) that could replace the old method of peer 
observation/review. The new collaborative approach was been proposed by 
this university’s Assuring Teaching Quality working group and accepted by 
the University Quality Enhancement Committee to be implemented university 
in the 2010-11 academic year. The lessons learned from the pilot will help 
colleagues in various faculties consider a framework on which to design their 
own bespoke peer supported system.  
 
My Ed.D research was presented to my peers at a faculty research day in 
June 2010. This gave people an overview of what an Ed D. was and how it 
differed from a Ph.D and gave an overview of my research question and 
summary of my findings. It was very difficult to fit three years of thought and 
work into thirty minutes. Several new staff members attended and after the 
session, they animatedly told me their experiences in their first year as an 
academic on the campus in which I conducted my research. Supporting new 
members of staff was clearly still not working as well as people needed. 
Mentors were described by one new staff member as a “lifeline.” This pushed 
me to conclude the write up of my project so that the recommendations that 
arose from my data could be clearly proposed to senior management.as 
soon as possible. 
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University-wide momentum 
 
The data from this research project also fed into the discussions as part of 
the University’s Assuring Teaching Quality (ATQ) working group’s themes on 
staff induction and staff development. The narratives the participants in my 
study gave about their lack of systematic induction, their difficulties enrolling 
on and engaging in the UTTP and the patchy use of mentors fed into the 
group’s action plan which looks to change these university-wide.  
 
The action plan proposed a two year induction programme that was tailored 
to incoming staff members depending on their previous background in 
teaching or in higher education (see Appendix K for the ATQ action plan). As 
a result of gaining feedback on the programme, the UTTP will include the 
building blocks for brand new teachers which were lacking in the past. The 
ATQ’s action plan proposed that new staff should have fewer teaching hours 
within their first “survival” year to enable them to pursue this postgraduate 
certification. This UTTP should be scheduled on a consistent day of the week 
to enable easier deployment and timetabling of new staff, and be 
consolidated into one day a month. Mentors to new staff should also have 
hours given to them for this role on their deployment schedules to prevent 
overload. Staff development was redesigned to be phased according to the 
length of time an academic member of staff has been with the institution, 
setting out more clear targets and training options for more senior academic 
roles to be embraced by longer-serving members of staff. All of the above 
changes were aligned with the Higher Education Academy’s standard 
descriptors to foster an approach with “joined up” thinking, so all strands of 
the professional development of academics-whether it be through self 
reflection, additional training or mentorship-fed into the standards held up by 
this national body.  
 
This goal of encouraging greater reflection on teaching by academics was 
woven into many aspects of the dissemination of this project. It is inherent in 
the peer learning process, will hopefully be asked about in the annual review 
and is expected if staff wish to gain HEA standard descriptor two or three 
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status. The pursuit of this level two award indicates that individuals are 
engaging professionally at a masters’ level around teaching, learning and 
assessment related practices and can evidence a high standard of teaching 
proficiency within HE. At standard descriptor three individuals demonstrate 
that they are disseminating this good practice nationally or internationally. 
 
Fundamentally, the data from the interviews gave me deep insight into the 
lives of staff members and enabled me to be more informed (in my Senior 
Teaching Fellow role) about their frustrations, motivations and suggestions 
for improvements. The data enabled me to become more aware of the 
experiences of colleagues and more connected to the community of teachers 
in the faculty. The fact that three of the interviewees commented on how 
therapeutic or enjoyable it was to be listened to (P3, P9, P11) indicated that 
in collecting my data, I was offering something for these people that was 
welcomed. There is very little time in hectic schedules for peers to sit 
together and reflect on teaching and academic life. A manner of reciprocity 
(Marshall and Rossman, 2006) was a positive element that was embedded in 
the research design. The power of the active listening I offered was not lost 
on me. Some of the people I interviewed have also felt more open to the 
processes I am implementing to address their concerns and have become 
champions of the peer learning circles project and/or regularly attend the staff 
development sessions that I host. In one case, in presenting on HEA 
fellowship, one staff member who had already gained fellowship and 
therefore did not need to attend, commented that they wanted to come “to 
support” me. I felt that I was beginning to foster a real sense of community 
and support when that happened. Ideally, an hour of active listening to other 
members of staff may help them feel more connected and part of a caring 
professional support system. I hope to repeat this practice of active listening 
with members of staff on an ongoing basis, not to capture data, but to foster 
a culture of listening, care and communication.  
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Ethics in Dissemination 
 
Throughout the research and dissemination process, confidentiality of all 
participants continues to be vigilantly maintained. Comments and feedback 
used in any dissemination will not be linked to names, subjects, departments 
or faculties thus retaining anonymity. All quotes used in presentations were 
unidentifiable. This fact was endorsed participants that attended my 
presentation at the LTA conference in July 2009. They professed confidence 
in their anonymity as represented through the slides. Due to the sensitivity 
expressed by some participants, I assured them that transcripts would only 
be offered to researchers who wished to replicate the study (by request) and 
to the examining committee for the Ed.D. Transcripts were not bound into the 
final work to protect the identities of the staff members interviewed.  
 
Reciprocity and beneficence 
 
The act of researching via semi-structured interviews gave academics an 
hour of unprecedented attentive listening which three participants specifically 
acknowledged as being a particularly positive experience for them. P11 
found the interview time “very therapeutic”, P9 said that it was “nice to say 
those things to someone”, P3 concluded with the interview commenting that it 
had been “enjoyable.” Smith et al (2009, p. 36) describe successful IPA 
research as is both empathic and questioning. In this study it was evident 
that in a climate where distraction, interruption and time poverty are 
prevalent, the act of listening can be a powerful tool.  
 
Methods of Dissemination 
 
Granger and White (2001) state that “dissemination planning should start at 
the beginning of your research activities, not at the end” (p. 5). I began the 
dissemination process early (a year after data collection) once I saw the 
emerging themes may be of interest to other academics. The “users” (ibid, p. 
5) of my research findings have been identified (HE lecturers, HE managers, 
educational developers). My dissemination up to this point has been primarily 
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via presentations and written reports, however, I am aiming to publish in peer 
reviewed journals (e.g. those concerned with teaching and learning in higher 
education) after the final submission. 
 
The research project has potential for long-term impact and sustainability, 
with some changes already in place (see recommendations’ updates). The 
process of conducting this research has informed my STF work and has 
helped me make recommendations to senior management and committees 
and changes in policy have, in some cases, ensued. One of the outcomes, 
the peer learning circles project, has influenced local practice in a positive 
manner thereby gaining social validity (Stockols, 1996).  
 
Emerging projects 
 
The peer learning circles project has been embraced as a university-wide 
pilot study which aims to foster a new culture of collegial practice of peer 
observation and professional review. This is very exciting as it has helped the 
small faculty I work within gain recognition for being proactive in tackling 
issues such as inconsistent observation practices throughout the university 
(see staff engagement survey, 2009 in Appendix E). It is rewarding to be 
leading a project for the university and to be a consultant for other faculties 
as they develop professional practice review systems tailored to their needs.  
 
Due to my STF role and (informed by the data collected for this research 
project) my communication at meetings regarding the additional support 
needed by new academics in their first year of teaching, I was invited to 
contribute to the re-design of the university teacher training modules for 
newly appointed and inexperienced academics. These modules are now 
becoming far more accessible and fit-for-purpose bearing in mind the 
“survival” year of new academics and their immediate needs. Not everyone, 
however, does survive. Stress in HE, (as has been discussed in the 
Literature Review on pp. 26-32), is rife (Fisher, 1994; Kinman et al, 2006; 
Winefield et al, 2003; Abouserie, 1996; UCU, 2008) and has certainly been 
seen to impact many of my colleagues with some leaving the profession 
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altogether and others needing time off to recalibrate and recuperate from the 
demands of the job.   
 
Throughout the duration of this research project, I have been involved in a 
working group looking into Assuring Teaching Quality. As part of this group 
(informed by the data I collected for this study) recommendations for a variety 
of aspects of learning, teaching and assessment were made. One of these 
new recommendations (which has subsequently been accepted by the 
University Quality Enhancement committee) includes providing more support 
to newly hired academics (ATQ action plan, June 2010-see Appendix K). 
This includes having sixty hours of time removed from their initial teaching 
load to enable them to engage with a new teaching skills and academic 
practice module. This is geared to give new staff support, techniques and 
feedback to support their initial classroom experiences so they do not feel 
thrown in the deep end (Race, 2006). The proposal also included staggered 
staff development so sessions are more sensibly timed for new lecturers and 
a long term framework for staff development for existing staff, including 
fostering the pursuit of fellowship (standard descriptor two (SD2) or standard 
descriptor three (SD3) from the Higher Education Academy confusing. 
 
On a local level, these processes are already changing. Mentors have been 
established for new staff and peer observation practice is being established. 
A coordinated staff development process in place that I manage with the 
Assistant Dean. Challenges still exist of course, but many more staff are now 
aware of processes available to help them develop skills to enhance their 
teaching. The university adopted a goal for 75% of its teaching staff to have 
SD2 and 25% to have SD3 by 2013 (University of Derby Corporate Plan). 
The staff have been willing to move forward with the new initiatives, although 
administrative burdens still thwart their efforts despite their willingness. In 
July 2010, the largest number of academics from my faculty to date 
submitted for HEA fellowship.  
 
It is inherently difficult, at this point in time, to isolate the areas that this 
research project has influenced, as it is so interwoven with the fabric of my 
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STF Role. However, the data collected directly informed the peer learning 
circles project which was designed to support new and existing members of 
staff regardless of the levels of induction or mentoring they received and 
promote a more collegial and cooperative pedagogical community. Through 
communicating about inconsistencies in mentoring to senior managers, a 
more consistent approach was adopted within the faculty (although this may 
already have been identified as an area needing improvement). The data 
informed my contributions to discussions around the need for a redesign of 
the initial teacher training module within the UTTP which has subsequently 
been reformatted to include an early focus on supporting the practical skills 
and tools needed to survive the first semester of teaching in HE. 
 
Conclusion: Changes on the HE campus 
 
As this project’s formal written component is finalised, I feel cautiously 
optimistic. Changes are underway within the faculty where the data was 
collected, mostly due to new leadership, but in part I believe due to the 
commitment of the senior managers to consider and improve the areas of 
dissatisfaction raised in this report. Although the recommendations have not 
all been formally disseminated, the data has propelled my work and 
discussions to facilitate change in certain areas. These include enhancing the 
induction for new staff, formalising the mentoring scheme, increasing the 
support for entry level academics to access teacher training and promoting 
and tracking longer serving staff’s engagement with professional 
development in teaching, learning and assessment. The management has 
fully supported the peer learning circles pilot. There is overall a greater level 
of accountability and less tolerance for apathy within the academic climate.  
I believe this project has influenced the staff and the local culture in a positive 
and supportive way, which helps me feel that it has been a worthy 
endeavour. The classroom doors are slowly opening, with academics being 
observed by others and observing peers more regularly and with a clearer 
understanding of the need for reflection to be evidenced on an annual basis. 
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Reflection 5 
 
On a personal level, I have reaped far more benefits from the research 
process than simply a curriculum vitae boost or promoting personal visibility 
(Rowley and Slack, 2000), however superficially satisfying that may be. I 
have further developed my communication skills in writing to a doctoral level, 
discussing and collecting my data and presenting to audiences of academics. 
I have also gained confidence as a research supervisor through the process 
and support undergraduate research with greater ease and understanding. 
Although Rowley and Slack (ibid) highlight that the completion of a doctoral 
dissertation often “provokes a sense of relief” (p. 20), the dissemination 
activities will be ongoing as the projects that have evolved out of the 
information collected in the research continue (e.g. the peer learning circles 
project) and as data collected informs other papers for submission for 
publication. I hope to publish papers for HE journals from this research and 
contribute to the small education-based IPA literature (Smith, 2011; Creanor 
et al, 2008; Biggerstaff and Thompson, 2008). I feel that the process of 
undertaking the Ed D. has enabled me to step more confidently into the world 
of research.  
 
Having been through the process of analysis using interpretative 
phenomenological analysis, I more fully appreciate the skills of the IPA 
researcher. I have joined and contribute to an internet discussion group with 
fellow IPA researchers (ipanalysis@yahoogroups.com). As a result of my 
engagement with this online community, I have reviewed a body image paper 
for a peer reviewed journal and have also attended a workshop led by a well-
published researcher in health psychology who is an expert in this 
methodology.  
 
I have gained research funding to use IPA in a small scale study on women’s 
body esteem through the university’s research in teaching and learning fund 
and I am collaborating with a well-published American sociologist and 
women’s studies professor on this project. I plan to co-author a paper with 
her and have submitted abstracts to present this work at a UK-based health 
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psychology conference and an international qualitative research conference. 
Moreover, I have been invited to present the emerging themes of this IPA-
based body esteem study at a conference in Berlin in May 2012.  
 
As a result of reading some of my Ed. D chapters, a health psychology 
lecturer and researcher at my university has invited me to conduct a review 
for a social psychology journal of which she is editor. My developing research 
profile and the experience I have gained from implementing processes of 
change which grew out of my Ed.D research has been recognised as being 
beneficial to the university as I have recently been awarded the standard 
descriptor three fellowship from the Higher Education Academy. I have also 
been invited to act as an external examiner for another university to assess 
HEA portfolios submitted for fellowship. Overall, I am highly motivated to 
continue to gain experience in working with IPA and aim to become more 
widely published in the future as an outcome of using this methodology. I 
also hope to continue to mentor colleagues to support their development as 
teachers and reflective practitioners.  
 
Recommendations  
 
From the analysis of the findings, areas of change have been identified that 
are specific to the faculty and university in which the research was based. 
However, the issues raised and recommendations may resonate with similar 
faculties and institutions. Recommendations from the research which would 
support a healthier climate for academics (and arguably students with whom 
they interact) follow. If, during the time-frame of this research process, action 
has already been undertaken, this has been noted. Each recommendation 
has an allocated member of staff who would be responsible for taking action 
at the campus where the research was based. A short, medium or long-term 
time interval is suggested to enable planning to be effective. 
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Specific recommendations 
 
• Review the current interview process to ensure that it is structured to 
seek relevant skills, knowledge and ability of candidates. Clear 
descriptions of the tasks involved in the job are recommended to be 
detailed in the job description and/or interview process. If the position 
is a teaching role, the interview should be designed to reveal teaching 
skills, confidence in teaching and a good fit for the actual role an 
academic faces (see Fisher, 1994). This will prevent the situations 
some lecturers experience such as finding themselves in the stressful 
situation of teaching courses they have little knowledge in (e.g. “I 
could write what I know about (subject A) on a postage stamp” (P2)). 
There was a recognised need to have “a good match between 
experience and expertise and teaching” (P2). 
 
High priority, Head of School and Human Resources. Long-term 
focus.  
 
• Hire new academic candidates with sufficient time to induct into all 
relevant systems prior to teaching. Planning to advertise posts, 
interview and hire candidates within appropriate timelines. Ideally new 
staff should have at least a month of non-teaching time to be inducted 
into the university systems and gather teaching resources. This will 
prevent situations where new staff perceive they have been 
“parachuted in” (P3) or are being asked to take on new roles “a week 
before term started” (P1). Awareness of the level of anxiety of a new 
teacher should be identified early on so they are not “shaking in their 
boots” (P6). Timing of hiring which gives adequate pre-teaching 
induction is vital as without this, the understanding of “systems of 
work” (P3) is limited: “how much can you understand the day before?” 
(P8). 
 
High priority, Head of School & Human Resources, short-term focus. 
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• Organise a well-timed academic induction with relevant information, 
on a “staggered” basis (P5) to enable the assimilation of information. 
“Front-loaded” (P3) induction could prevent lecturers feeling like they 
“didn’t have a clue how it (the teaching process, levels, course 
structure) worked (P8). 
 
High priority, Head of School and Quality Manager, long-term focus 
 
• All new staff, if they have no prior teaching experience must access 
the institution’s post graduate teaching course within their first year of 
employment. This course should include support for the development 
of relevant teaching skills and encourage staff to reflect upon relevant 
theory to underpin their practice. Staff in this probationary year should 
also be linked with a local community of support, have teaching 
practice observed and receive regular development feedback on their 
teaching progress from an expert (Gosling, 2009). Having a reduced 
teaching load, efficient enrolment processes and offering the 
programme locally would enable new staff to attend the postgraduate 
course. A local CoP could also decrease the barriers of participation in 
the UTTP due to enrolment, travel, timetable clashes and high 
teaching load. A more practical and front-loaded approach to the 
UTTP course has been suggested to help give new lecturers more 
direction (“a map” (P3)) and support (“armour” (P3)) in the early weeks 
of teaching. 
 
High priority, Head of School and Department of Education (provider 
of the Postgraduate course) and Senior Teaching Fellow, long-term 
focus.  
 
The university teacher training programme (UTTP) has undergone a 
re-validation (2011) and is now more ‘fit for purpose’. During this 
process, as a ‘stop-gap’, staff were offered shorter, accessible blocks 
of teaching in HE workshops and peer support via peer learning 
circles. The workshops focussed on more practical teaching skills 
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such as lectures, seminars, tutorials and marking. All new staff now 
receive developmental feedback from the Senior Teaching Fellow in 
their first semester and the peer learning circles offer a local CoP. 
 
• Establish a mentoring system by which trained mentors support new 
staff for the first 12 months. Create time for mentors  by reducing their 
workload to fulfil this role and be supported by development in 
mentoring skills. Staff felt that “everybody should have a mentor” (P1), 
especially one who is trained, has time to fulfil the role and forward 
thinking to prevent the “mini car crashes” (P5) that happen for new 
staff when working in a new system. The consideration of Woodd’s 
(2001) model of mentoring is recommended so new staff have an 
induction mentor, a subject mentor and a career mentor. 
 
High priority, Senior Teaching Fellow and Head of School, long-term 
focus. 
 
This has been in place from the beginning of the 2009-2010 academic 
year. A more structured mentorship is offered, with the Senior 
Teaching Fellow having taken on this project to mentor all new staff 
(full and part-time) during their induction process. Time is allocated for 
this role. This programme’s development stemmed from the results of 
my Ed.D research (see dissemination and impact chapter). 
 
• Individual academic’s knowledge, skills and abilities to reflect on 
teaching using relevant theories of learning would ideally be promoted 
as part of continued professional development. This could be achieved 
by encouraging staff to pursue the HEA fellowship and produce the 
reflective, evidence-based portfolio with appropriate levels of 
scholarship (see McLean and Bullard, 2000). Only one of the lecturers 
in this study had extensive experience of studying theories of learning 
and many found participation in the UTTP to be difficult to manage 
due to teaching loads, travelling or timetable conflicts. Using annual 
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reviews to question staff upon their scholarship of teaching and their 
use of research to inform teaching would be recommended. 
 
Medium priority, Assistant Dean (Teaching and Learning), Line 
Managers and Human Resources Department. Long-term focus.  
 
A new document has been designed by the Assistant Dean (2011) to 
prepare staff for their annual performance review. This clearly points 
staff to the importance of reflection and scholarly development within 
both their subject area and with teaching and pedagogy. HEA 
fellowship is being promoted and supported by the Senior Teaching 
Fellow. 
 
• Setting up a peer community of practice within a subject or faculty 
could foster a pedagogical community offering ongoing support. Peer 
observation of teaching, assessment or other related skills could 
create opportunities for staff to work together to promote sound or 
innovative practice and foster collegiality between staff and across 
teams. This will help to change the perception that “there aren’t 
enough opportunities…to have an intellectual debate, stimulation in 
this area of pedagogy” (P2) and “you can’t see what other people are 
doing” (P7). 
High priority, Senior Teaching Fellow, long-term focus. 
 
This has been in action as Peer Learning Circles began from 
September 2009 (see dissemination and impact chapter), a 
programme which grew out of this Ed.D project. 
 
• Create staff development opportunities for established members of 
staff to re-energise their teaching skills-if they did not attend a post 
graduate training programme (pre-2006 hire)-that have a positive 
approach versus a deficit message. The majority of the staff 
interviewed joined the faculty with “no formal teaching on how to 
teach…just experience” (P5) and some felt that they would benefit 
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from “more practical support…some feedback, some support, some 
ideas” (P6).  
 
High priority, Assistant Dean for Teaching and Learning, Line 
Managers and Senior Teaching Fellow, long-term focus. 
 
This was redeveloped during the 2009-2010 academic year and is 
ongoing. This Ed.D project informed the re-development process.  
 
• Investigate the role of technology in the teaching process so the use is 
appropriate and enhances the experience rather than creates more 
challenges. Working with lecturers to develop systems that are more 
user-friendly (P2, P4) and investing in technology to equip teaching 
rooms appropriately (P8, P13) would be ideal. Offer appropriate staff 
development for academics in an accessible, user-friendly, time 
efficient manner e.g drop-in sessions. 
 
Medium priority, Teaching Fellow and Information Learning Support 
team, medium-term focus. 
 
This has been developed by the learning technology department and 
the Assistant Dean as part of an institution-wide focus on technology 
enhanced learning. Drop in sessions with specialised learning 
information support staff have been implemented since the 2009-2010 
academic year and academic-led workshops to offer models of good 
practice have been scheduled and well-received. Increasingly, more 
teaching rooms have been equipped with projectors and computers. 
This project is ongoing. 
 
• Offer staff development and exposure to innovative student-
centred/student-engaged methods of delivery that promote deep 
learning. This will bring learning theory to lecturers and enable them to 
apply it to their teaching context, an approach that can build 
confidence (P3). 
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Medium priority, Assistant Dean for Teaching and Learning Senior 
Teaching Fellow, long-term focus. 
 
This is an ongoing process with academics feeding requests into the 
staff development agenda on an annual basis. A one-day experiential 
learning workshop was well attended and well received by faculty 
members. 
 
• Review leadership styles of senior management to ascertain if a 
collaborative method that fosters student-centred learning approaches 
is practiced. Create lines of communication and consultation from 
senior management with academics to so that “bottom up approaches” 
(Kell et al, 2009, p.42) can be fostered. This may help to create a 
climate where lecturers feel they are actively consulted with (P8) and 
feel their work is recognised and appreciated (P1, P5, P7, P11, P12)  
 
High Priority, Dean and Senior Management Team, long-term focus. 
 
• Improve the physical working environment for staff as this may help 
them manage their time more effectively. Moving from open door 
policies for students to office hours or meeting by appointments could 
lead to less interruption and distraction. Working in busy shared 
offices “just doesn’t work” (P6) as “it’s one person after another 
coming in “(P9). Decreasing the number of staff members per office 
may increase work rate and efficiency.  
 
Medium priority Head of School, long-term focus 
 
A series of room moves has been undertaken at the sampled campus 
with the goal of fostering more effective work groupings and with fewer 
academics in each space. Office hours and appointment systems 
have been put in place. This has been initiated by the Dean and 
Assistant Dean. 
 195 
 
• Decrease the administrative burden to optimise academics’ ability to 
prepare more innovative learning experiences for their students. 
Investigating the paperwork systems via a systems approach may 
highlight the bottlenecks, fail points and waits that academics 
experience. The administrative processes were considered 
“ponderous” (P2), bureaucratic, unsupportive and took valuable time 
away from teaching preparation. 
 
Medium priority, Dean, long-term focus. 
 
• Explore ways to incentivise teaching in a manner than does not 
promote competition or “subconscious rivalry” (P7). Encourage team 
teaching, collaborative projects and ring-fenced funding for innovative 
teaching projects.  
 
Medium priority, Senior Management and Executive team, long-term 
focus. 
 
The faculty have been encouraged to submit teaching-related 
research bids to gain TQEF funding to promote innovative practices. 
Communities of Practice as a concept is being explored within the 
faculty. 
 
• Support physical resources that offer teaching methods other than 
lectures. Open classrooms which could be used for small or large 
groups, practical or movement based projects would be more 
advantageous that fixed lecture halls.  
 
High priority, Dean and Head of School, long-term focus. 
 
A new learning spaces group has been set up university-wide to 
research and advise on new learning space formats. As Senior 
Teaching Fellow I have taken part in this group. 
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